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THE. 


PREFACE. 


Eere i it ſeems a Train in Controverſies, as wel 
& in Thoughts; one thing ſtill giving a ſtart to 
another ; Conferences produce Letters ; Letters, 
Books ; aud one Diſcourſe gives Occaſion for another. 
For this follows the former as aneceſſary Purſuit of the ſame 
Argument againſt Tradition. | 
I. S. in his laſt Letter, had vouched the Authority of 
the Council of Trent proceeding upon Tradition, and he 


_ 
F 
LL 


znſtanced in three Points, Tranſubſtantiation, Sacramen- Third Leer 


tal Confeſſion and Extreme Un&tion. The Examination © ** 


of this I thought fit to reſerve for a Diſcourle by it ſelf; 
wherein, inſtead of confining my Self to thoſe three Par- 
ticulars, I intend to go through the moſt material Points 
there eflabliſhed, _ to prove from the. moſt Authentick 
Teſtimonies, that there was no true Catholick Tradition 
for any of them. And if I can make good what TI have 
undertaken, I ſhall make the Council of Treat it Self the 
great Inſtance againſt the Infallibility of Tradition. 

This is anew. Undertaking ; which the impetuouſneſs of 
our Adverſaries ſetting up Tradition for the Ground of 
their Faith; hath brought me to. But beſides the ſhewing 
that really they have not Tradition on their fide ; IT have 
endeavoured to trace the ſeveral ſteps and to ſet down the 
Times and Occaſions of Introducing. thoſe Points which 


have - 
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have cauſed that unhappy breach in the Chriſtian world whoſe 
ſad effefls we daily ſee and lament, © Bat have little 
hopes to ſee remied, till theſe new Points be diſcarded. 
and Scripture aan 26s 7 by truely Catholick Tradition, - 
be made the Standard of Chriſtian Communion. | 

Ido not pretend, that all theſe Points came in at one Time 
or in the ſame Manner ; for ſome Errours and Corrupt ions 
came rin far more early ; ſome had, the favour of the 
Church of Rome 7 a higher degree ; ſome were more ge- 
erally received in the Prattice of the Charch in later 
times, than others; and ſome were merely School Points 
before the Council of Trent, but as far as the Thomiſts 
and Scotiſts could be made to agree there againſt the Re- 
formers, theſe paſſed for Articles of Faith. For, thig 
was one of "the great Arts of that Council to draw up 
their Decrees in ſuch Terms, as ſhould leave Room enough 
for Eternal W ranglings among themſelves, provided they 
agreed in doing the buſineſs effeftually againſt the Here- 
ticks, as they are pleaſed to call them, T therefore for- 
bear to urge theſe as Points of Faith, which have been 
freely debated among themſelves fince the Council of 
Trent, without any Cenſure. We have enough in the plain 
Decrees aud Canons of. that Council, without medling 
with any School-Points. And ſo 1 cannot be charged with 
Miſrepreſeating. | 

The great Debate of late hath been about the true Expoſi- 
tion of the Points there defined; and for my part, I am con- 
tent to yield to any juſt and reaſonable Methods of giving 
the true ſenſe of them. And ſuch I conceive theſe to be, 


.T..- Where the Council of Trent makes uſe of Words in 
a ſtrict aud limited Senſe, there it is unreaſonable to un- 
derſtand them in.a.large and-improper .Senſe. As for in- 
ſtance, Sell..6. c. '26, It decrees that Fuſtifted Perſons 
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The. PREFACE: 
do vers promerere ; truely. merit Zternal Life ; and Can: 
32. there is. an Anathema againſt him who denies true 


Merit ih the + good Works of juſtified Perſons, both as 


to Increaſe of Grace and Eternal Life. -' There-7s.n0 one 


- converſant in: Ancient: Writers, but knows that there 'was 


a large and improper Senſe of the Ward Merit ; | but how 
#6 it impoſſible to apply that Senſe, where ſuch Care is ta- 
ken, that it may beunderſtood ina ftri# and limited Senſe? 
If the Council had left the Word in its General Senſe, 


there might have been Reaſon to have given the faireſt- 


Interpretation to it ; but when #t is certainly known, that 
there had been a difference of Opinions in the Church 
of. Rome about true and proper Merit, and: that which 
was not (however it-were caled.,) and the Council de- 
clares for the former, no man of underſtanding can believe 
that onely the improper Senſe was meant by it. As in 


the Point of the Euchariſt when the Council declares that 
the words of Chriſt, This is my Body, are truely and - 


properly to be under/tood; Would it not be thought ſtrange 
for any one to ſay, that the Council notwithſtanding might 
mean that Chriſt's Words may be figuratively underſtood >: 
And we muſt take the true notion of Merit not from any 
large expreſſions of the Ancients, but from the Conditions 
of true and proper Merit among themſelves. But of this 
at large afterwards. So as to the Notion of Sacraments ; 
every one knows how largely that Word was taken in An- 
cient Writers; but it would be abſurd to underſtand 
the Council of Trent in-that Senſe, when Sell. 6. Can. 1. 
De Sacramentis,. 7t denonnces an Anathema not merely 
againſt himthat denies ſeven Sacraments ; but againſt him 
that doth- not hold every one of them-to be truely and 
properly. a Sacrament.. Axd in the Creed of Pius IV. 
one Article is , that there are ſeven true and proper 
Sacraments . ZZow.vain. a thing then were it for any 
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to Expound the Sacraments in a large and improper Senſe ? 


IL. Where the Council of Trent hath wot declared it 
ſelf, but it is fully done in the Catechiſm made by its Ap- 
pointment, we ought to look on that, as the true Senſe of 
the Council. As in the Caſe of the Sacraments ; the 
Council zever declares what it means by true and proper 
Sacraments ; #ut the Catechiſm makes large and full a- 
mends for this Defett. For after it hath mention'd the 
ufe of the Word in Profane and Sacred Writers, it ſets 
down the Senſe of it according to their Divines for a fen- 
ſible ſign which conveys the Grace which it ſignifies. 
And after a large Explication of the Nature of Signs, it 
gives this Deſcription of a true and proper Sacrament, 
that it is a ſenſible thing, which by Divine Inſtitution 
not only hath the: force of ſignifying but of cauſing 
Grace. And to fhew the Authority of this Catechiſm for 
explicating the DoArine of the Sacraments we need only 
to look into Sef, 2.4. C.7. de Reform. where it is requi- 
red that the People be inſtruted in the Sacraments ac- 
cording to fit. 1 is ſuppoſed that the Catechiim was ap- 
pointed to be made in the 18th Seltion at the Inſtigation 
of Carolus Borromzus, ( ſince Canonized ) but zt was 
wot finiſhed while the Council ſate, and therefore Sell. 2 5. 
it was referd to: the Fudgment and Authority or the 
Pope. I confeſs therefore it hath not aConcihar Autho- 
rity ſtamped upon it, but it hath a ſort of transfuſed In- 
fallibility, as far as they contd convey it; and as much as 
a Council hath, when it borrows it fromthe Popes Con- 
firmation. 7t was near two Tears hammering at Trent, 
Viz. from 26. of Feb. 1562. to Decemb: 1563. when the 
Council roſe ; Afterwards, it was preparimyg at Rome three 
Tears longer, and then preſented to the Pope to be ap» 


proved, and publiſhed by his Authority, after it had been 
carefully 
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The PREFACE. 
carefully review'd by Cardinal Sirlet, Borromeo, and o- 
thers ; and hath fince been univerſally received in the Ro- 
man Church ; /o that we can have no more Authentick 
Expoſition of the Senſe of the Council of Trent, tharx 
what i contained in that Catcchiſm. 


III. Where the Council of Trent declares a thing in 
general to be lawfull and due, but doth not expreſs the 
manner of it, that is to be underſtood from the generally 
receiv'd and allowed Prattices at that time. For, other- 
wiſe the Council muſt be charged with great unfaithfulneſs 
in not ſetting down and correding publick and notoriouf 
Abuſes, when it mention'd the things themſelves and ſome 
Abuſes about them. As in the 25th Sellion, concerning 
Purgatory, Invocation of Saints, Worſhip of Images 
and Relicks, it goes no farther than that the ſound Doc- 
trine be taught, that Saints are to be Invocated, Images 
and Relicks to be Worſhip'd ; but never defines what that 
ſound Doctrine w, what bounds are to be ſet in the Wor- 


. ſhip of Saints, Images and Relicks, which it is unlawful 


to exceed, So that in this Caſe, we have no other way to 


Judge of the Meaning of the Council, but by comparing + 


the Publick and Allow'd Practices of the Church with 
the General Decrees of the Council. And we have this 
farther Reaſon for it, that we are told by the lateſt Expo- 
fitors of it, that the Senſe of the Church 7» ſpeculative 
Points, & 70. be taken from Publick Practices. For, thus 


one of them expreſſes himſelf, Moreover, even her Spe- Reply tothe 
culative DoQrines are ſo mixed with Practical Ceremo- P* 


nies, which repreſent them to the Vulgar, and inſtruct tio 


even the meaneſt Capacities in the abſtruſeſt DoCtrines, P: 134: 


that it ſeems ever impoſiible to make an alteration in her 

Doctrine without abrogating her Ceremonies, or chang- 

ing her conſtant Practices. þ 
(6 ) IV. Wher e 
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IV. Where the Decrees of the Council, are not ſuff- 
ciently clear, there we muſt take in the Canons to make 
the Senſe more plain. This Rule 7 take from the Council 
7 ſelf, which in the 6th Seſſion, . juft before the Canons 
ſaith, that thoſe are added, that all may know not only 
what they are to hold and follow, but what they are to 
ſhun and avoid. As i the famous Inſtance of Tranſub- 


ſtantiation ; ſuppoſe, that the Words of the Decree do not - 


determine exprefly the Modus ; yet it i impoſſible for any 
one to doubt of it who looks into the Canon, which denoun- 
res an Anathema againſt him, not only that denies Tran- 
ſubſtantiation, but that aſlerts the ſubſtance of Bread and 
Wine to remain after Conſecration. Therefore he that 
aſſerts Tranſubſtantiation according to the Council of 
Trent, muſt hold it in ſuch a manner, as thereby to un- 
derſtand that the Subſtance of Bread and Wine doth not 
remain. Otherwiſe he is under an Anathema by the ex- 
preſs Canon of the Council, 

Therefore it is ſo far from being a fatal Overſight, ( as 


. a late Author expreſſes it,) to fay that the Council of 


Treat hath determin'd the Modus of the Real Preſence, 
that no man who is not reſobved to overſee it can be of ano- 


ther Opinion. And herein the Divines of the Church of 


Rome do agree with us, Viz. that the particular Modus is 
not only determin'd by the Council , but that it 5 a Mat- 
ter of Faith to all Perſons of the Communion of that 
Church. As not only appears from the 2d Canon, but 
from the very Decree it ſelf, Sel. 13. ch. 4. 

The holy Synod declares, that by Conſecration of 
the Bread and Wine, there is a Converſion of the whole 
Subſtance of the.Bread into the Subſtance of the Body 
of Chriſt, and of the whole Subſtance of the Wine into 
the Subſtance of his Blood, which Converſton is fitly 

and 
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and properly by the holy Carholick Church called Tran- 
ſubſtantiation. Ie which Words the Council doth plainly 
expreſs the Modus of the Real Preſence to be, not by a 
Preſence of Chriſt's Body together with the Subſtance of 
| the Bread, as the Lutherans held, ut by a Converſion 
' of the whole Subſtance of the Bread into the Subſtance 
of the Body, &c. And ſince there were different Man- 
ners of «underſtanding this Real Preſence, if the Council 
did not Eſpouſe one ſo, as to rejef the other as Heretical ; 
them it is impoſſible to make the Lutheran DoArine to be de- 
clared to be Heretical, 7. e, unleſs the Council did deter- 
mine the Modus of the Real Preſence. For, if it did 
not, then notwithſtanding the Decrees and Canons of the 
Council of Trent, Perſons are at liberty to believe either 
Tranſubſtantiation er Conſybſtantiation, which 7 think 
»o Roman Catholick wi# a/ow. | 

But it is ſaid, that the meaning of the Decree s, that 
the Real Preſence is not to be underſtood after a Natural, 
but a Sacramental Manner ; Bu? doth it not plainly tel 
uw, how that Sacramental Manner &« to be underſtood, viz. 
by a Converſion of the whole Subſtance of the Bread in- 
to the whole Subſtance of the Body, &c. And if other 
ways be poſſible, and all others be rejetted, then this parti- 
 calar Modus muſt be determin'd. 

1 grant, that the Council doth not ſay, there is an An- 
nihilation of the Elements ; .anud 7 know no Neceſſity of 
ufing that Term, for that which is ſuppoſed to be turned 
into another thing cannot properly be ſaid to be Annihilated 
(which 3 the ws it to nothing ) but the Council doth 
aſſert a Total Converſion of one Subſtance into another, 
and where that is, that Subſtance muſt wholly ceaſe to be 
what it was ; and ſo, there can be no Subſtance of the Ele- 
ments remaining after Conſecration. For, as Aquinas ob- 
ſerves, Quod convertitur in aliquid fata Converſione 
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3 Q.75-A-2- non manet. If then the Subſtance of the Elements doth 


not remain after Conſecration, by virtue of thu total Con- 
verſion, then the Council of Trent by its Decree hath 
plainly determin'd the Modus of the Real Preſence, ſo as 
to exclude any fuch Manner, as doth ſuppoſe, the Sub- 
ſtance to remain, whether it be by im panation or Conſub- | 
ſtantiation, or any other way. 

What if Rupertus thought the Bread might become 
the Real Body of Chriſt by an Union of the Word to it? 
All that can be infer d ws, that the Modus was not then 
ſo determin'd, as to oblige all Perſons to hold it. But 
what is this to the Council of Trent 2 Can any one hold 
the Subſtance to remain, and not to remain at the ſame 
time > For, he that holds with Rupertus muſt allow the 
Subſtance to remain; he that believes a total Converſion © 
muſt deny it. And he that can believe both theſe at once, 
may believe what he pleaſes. 

But the Council only declares the Sacramental Pre- 
ſence to be after an ineftable manner. 7 ſay, it derer- 
mines it to be by a total Converſion of - one Subſtance in- 
to another ; which may well be ſaid to be ineffable, ſince 
what cannot be underſtood can never be expreſſed. | 

Our Diſpute is not about the uſe of the Word, Tranſub 
ſtantiation, for 7 think it proper enough to expreſs the 
Senſe of the Council of Trent ; but as the Word Conſub- 
ſantial did exclude all other Modes how Chriſt might be 
the Son of God, and determin'd the Faith of the Charch 
ro that Manner ; ſo doth the Senſe of Tranſubſtantiation, 
as determin'd by the Council of Trent, limit the Manner 
of the Real Preſence, ro ſuch a Converſion of the Sub- 
{tance of the Elements into the Subſtance of Chriſt's Bo- 
dy and Blood, as doth imply no Subſtance to remain after 


Cenſecration. 


It 
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It is to no purpoſe to teÞ us, the Council uſes only the 
Word Species and not Accidents ; for whatever they are 
called, the Council denounces its Anathema againſt thoſe 
who hold the Subſtance to remain after Conſecration ; 
and denies the Total Converfion of the. Subttance of the 
Bread and Wine into the Subſtance of the Body and 


Bloud of Chriſt. JF the Subllance. be not there, the * 
Modus s to purpoſe determin'd. ' And whatever remains, + 


| call it what you will, it is not the Subltance ; and that is 
ſufficient to ſhew, that the Council of Trent hath clearly 
determin'd the Modus of the Real Preſence. | 


V. We muſt diſtinguiſh the School Points /eft undeter- 
mind by the Council of Trent, from thoſe which are 
made Articles of Faith. We never pretend, that it left no 
School-Diſputes about the Points there determin'd ; but 
we ſay it went too far in making ſome School-Points to be 
Points of Faith,” when it had been more for the Peace of 
Chriſtendom to have left them to the Schools ſti. Thus 
in the Point of Tranſubſlantiation, the elder School-men 
tell us, there were different Ways of explaining the Real 
Preſence; And that thoſe, which ſuppoſed the ſubſtance 
t0 remain, were more agreeable to Reaſon and Scripture 
than the other; and ſome were of Opinton, that the Modus 
was no matter of Faith then. But after the Point of the 
Real Preſence came to be warmly conteſted in the time of 
Berengarius, it roſe by degrees higher and higher, till at 
laſt the particular Modus came to be determin'd with au 
Anathema 4y the Council of Trent. 

When Berengarius, 4. D. 1059. was forced to Recant 
by Nicolaus 2d, with the Aſſiſtance of 1i3. Biſhops ; no 
more was required of him, than to hold that the Bread 
' and Wine after Conſecration ; are not only the Sacra- 


ment, but the true Body and Bloud of Chriſt, and that 
| | It 
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it is ſenſibly handled and broke by the Prieſts hands, and 


_ eaten by the Communicants. Here is no denying the Sub- 


ſtance of Bread to remain ; and Joh. Parifienſis obſerves, 
that the words cannot be defended but by aw Aſſumption 
of the Bread; for, ſaith he, If the Body of Chriſt be 
truely and ſenſibly handled and eaten, this cannot be 


- underſtood of Chriſt's Glorious Body in Heaven, but 
- it muſt be of the Bread really made the Body of Chriſt 


after Conſecration. 

The Senſe which the Canoniſts put upon the Words of 
this Recantation i abſurd, viz. that they are to be un- 
derſtood of the Species; For Berengarius his Opinton 
related to the Subſtance of Chriſt's Body which he dented 


to be in the Sacrament. And what would it have ſignified 


for him to have /aid that Chriſt was ſenſibly broken 
and eaten under the Species of Bread and Wine? 2. e. that 
his Body was not ſenſibly broken and eaten but the Species 
were. Ut had ſignified ſomething, if he had ſaid, there 
was no Subſtance of Bread and Wine left but only the 
Species. But all the deſign of this Recantation was to 
make him aſſert the Sacrament to be made the true 
and real Body of Chriſt z» as ftrong a manner, as the 
Pope and his Brethren could think of, And although the 
Canoniſts think, if ſtrictly zaken, it implies greater He- 
reſie thanthat of Berengarius ; yet by their favour, this 
Form was only thought fit to be put into the Canon-Law, 
as the Standard of the Faith of the Roman Church then ; 
and the following Abjuration of Berengarius was only 
kept in the Regiſter of Gregory the ſeventh's Epiſtles. 
For about twenty years after by Order of Gregory VII. 
Berengarius was brought to pan 4A Abjuration, but by no 
meansafter the fame Form with the former. For by this he 
was required to declare, that the Bread and Wine are ſub- 
Gantially Converted into the true and proper Fleſh and 


Bloud 
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Bloud of Chriſt, and: after Cenſecration are the true- 
Body of Chriſt born of the Virgin and Sacrificed upon 

the Croſs, and that fits at the right-hand of the Father; 

and the. true Bloud of Chriſt which was ſhed out of his 

Side, not only as a Sacramental Sign, but in propriety 

of Nature and Reality of Subſtance. 

This was indeed a pretty bold Afſertion of the Sub- 
ſtantial Preſence. And ſo much the bolder, if the Com- 
mentary on S. Matthew be Hildebrand's. For there he 
ſaith, the manner of the Converſion is uncertain. But 
as far as Þ can judge, by Subſtantial Converſion he did 
not then mean, as the Council of Trent doth, a total Con- , 
verſion of one ſubſtance into another, ſo as that nothing 
of the former Subſtance remains;* 4ut that there was 
a Change by Conſecration not by making the Body of 
Chriſt of the Subſtance of the Bread, but by its paſſing 
into that Body of Chriſt which was born of the Virgin. 
For, upon comparing the two Forms, there we ſhall find 
lies the main difference. Pope Nicolaus went no farther 
than to the true Body of Chriſt; which it might be as well 
by Aſſumption , as Converſion ; Gregory VII. went 
farther and thought it neceſſary to add that the Change 
was into the Subſtance of that Body which was born 
of the Virgin, &c. And ſo this ſecond Form excludes a 
true Body merely by Aſſumption, and aſſerts the Change 
to be into the Subſtance of Chriſt's Body in Heaven ; 
but it doth not determine, that nothing of the Subſtance 
of the Elements doth remain. For when he puts that 
kind of Subſtantial Converſion which leaves nothi 
but the Accidents, and the Body of Chriſt to be under 
them, which belonged to the Subſtance of the Elements; 
he declares this matter to be uncertain. Which ſhews, 
that however a Change was owned into the Subſtance of 
Chriſt's Body, yer ſach a total Converſion, as 5 deter- 


mined 


X11 


« > 


The PREFACE 


mined by the Council of Trent, was not then made an 
Article of Faith. | 

But from this ſuppoſiticn made by Hildebrand it appears, 
that tle Dcdrine of Subſiance ard Accidents was they 
well knoun; and therefore tle introducing Ariſtotle's Phi- 


Icſophy from the Arabians afterwards could make no Al- - 


teration in this Matter. For the words of Hildebrand 
are as plain as to the difference of Subſtance and Acci- 
dents, as of any of the Schoo|-men; and that the Acci- 
dents of the Bread and Wine might be ſeparated from the 
Subſtance of them ; but this was not then mad? a Matter 
of Faith ; as it was afterwards, 

But the caſe was remarkably alter d, after the Lateran 
Council under Innocent 777. For Tranſubitantiation being 
admitted there among the Articles of Faith; and ſo extred 
in the Canon-Law in the very beginning of the Decreta ks5 
this did not merely beccme a School-Term, but by the] nquzi- 
ſitors of that time, itwas accounted Herelic to deny it. jt 
may be ſuficiently proved ty the School-men and Canonift ,, 
that a difference of Opinions, as to the Modus did till con - 
tinue, (but that belongs to a more proper« place) and 
Joh. Pariſienſis declares (p. 103.) that the Lateran Coun- 
cil in his Opinion did not make Tranſubſtantiation a 
Point of Faith ; or at-leaſt that Subſlance was not to 
be taken for the Matter, but the Suppolitum; Gut th, 
Inquiſitors went more briskly to work and made it down. 
right tetelie to aſſert, that the Subſtance of the Elements 
did remain aiter Conſecration. _ , 

Of this, we have full Evidence in the Regiſter of Court- 
ney Arch-Biſhop- of Canterbury, (which is no Inviſible 
Manuſcript.) For there we read f. 25. that he called a 
fſelet Convecation of Biſhops, Divines and Canoniſts, 
May 17. 4. D. 1332. to declare ſome Propoſitions to be 
Heretical, 4:4 jome 70 be Erroneous and.contrary"to the 
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determination of the Church. Among the firſt , theſe 
two are ſet down in the firſt Place, 

I. That the material Subſtance of the Bread and 
Wine doth remain in the Sacrament of the Altar after 
Conſecration. 

2. That the Accidents do not remain without their 
SubjeCt in that Sacrament after Conlecration. 

After this the Arch-Biſhop ſent forth his Mandate to 
all his Suffragans not only to prohibit the preaching of 
that Doftrine, but to inquire after thoſe who did it. And 
Fane 12, Robert Rygge Chancellour of Oxford and Tho- 
mas Brightwall appeared before him and were examined 
wpon theſe Propoſitions ; which they declared to be Here- 
tical : who thereupon required the Publication of them 
as ſuch in the Univerſity; and the proceeding againſt 
thoſe who were ſuſpefed to favour them. 

The Groand the Arch-Biſhop went «pon, was, that theſe 
had been already condemned by the Church, ad there- 
fore ex abundanti, they declared them to be ſo con- 
demned ; as appears by the Monition gives to Robert 
Rygge himſelf as foo much ſuſpected to favour the con- 
trary Dottrine ; as well as Nicholas Hereford, Philip 
Reppyndon D. D. and John Aſhton B. D. 

Againſt theſe the Arch-Biſhop proceeded as Inquiſitor 
Hzreticz Pravitatis per totam ſuam Provinciam, as 2t 
is in the Record; who appearing defired a Copy of the 
ſeveral Propoſitions, and then they were required to give 
in their judgment upon them. Alhton refuſed, but the 
other promiſed, which they performed ſoon after ; and to 
theſe two Propofitions, their Anſwers were, | 

To the firſt that as far as it was contrary to the De- 
cretal, Firmiter Credimus, it was Hereſie. 

To the ſecond that as far as it was contrary to the 
Decretal, Cum Marthe, it was Hereſie. 


(0) Theſe | 


F 


Regiſt. f, 47. 


The PREFACE. 

Theſe Anſwers were judged inſufficient, Becauſe the 
did not declare what that Senſe was. And the Arch-Bi- 
ſhop put this Queſtion to them, whether the fame Nu- 
merical material Bread . which before Confecration was 
ſet upon the Altar, did remain 1n its proper Subſtance 
and Nature after Conſecration, bat they would give no 
other Anſwer at that time. But afterwards Reppyndon 
abjured, and was made Biſhop of Lincoln. 

From hence it appears, that it was then thought that 
the Modus was ſo F determin'd by the Lateran Council, 
that the contrary Do@rine was declared not merely Er- 
roneous in Faith, ut Heretical. 

In the firſf Convocation held by Th. Arundel Arch: 
Biſhop of Canterbury A. D. 1396, A Complaint was 
brought, that ſeveral Divines axd others of the Univer- 
ſity of Oxford held ſome heretical and erroneous opinions ; 
the firſt whereof was, 

That the Subſtance of Bread doth remain after Con- 
ſecration; and doth not ceaſe to be Bread; which s 
there affirmed to be Hereſie, ſpeaking of material Bread. 

The ſecond, that the Court of Rome in the Can. Ego 
Berengarius, had determined that the Sacrament of the 
Euchariſt is naturally true Bread. 

: It is very hard to ſay, how this came to be then ac- 
counted Heretical Dottrine, when mo leſs a man than 
Durandus in the ſame Age affirms, that the Canoniſts 
grant that the Opinion of the ceaſing of the Subſtance 
was grounded on the Cay. Firmiter Credimus, 7. e. on the 
Lateran Council; but that of the remaining of the Sub- 
ſtanceon that, Ego, Berengarius. But however it paſſed 
for Reretical, or at leaſt very Erroneous Dotlrine here ; 
but the main Hereſie was to hold, that the Subſtance 
remained, : 

For 
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- For A.D: 1400. (as appears by the Regiſterp. 2.Ff. 179.) 
William Sawtre alias Chatris a Parochial Prieſt in Lon- 
don, was ſummoned before the fame Arch-Biſhop in Con- 
vocation upon an Information of Herefie ; and one of the 
main Articles againſt him was that he held the Subſtance 
of the Bread to remain in the Sacrament of the Altar 
after Conſecration ; and that it doth not ceaſe to be 
Bread. Sawtre anſwered, that he believed, that after 
Conſecration the Bread did remain with” the Body of 
Chriſt; but-it dothnot ceaſe to be ſimply Bread, but it 
remains holy and true the Bread of Life and Body of 
Chriſt. 7he Arch-Biſhop examined him chiefly upon this 
Article; and becauſe he did not anſwer home to the point, 
he was condemned for a Heretick, aud was the firſt who 
was burned for Hereſie in England. And yet his Anſwer 
was, that he could not underitand the matter ; then the 
Arch-Bithop as#ed him, if hewould ſtand tothe Churches 
Determination; he ſaid, he would ſo far as it was not 
contrary to the Will of God. pon which he was decla- 
red an Hetetick and delivered over to the Secular Power. 
' In the ſame Convocation John Purvey made an Abjura- 
tion of Hereſie, and the firſt he renounced was that after 
Conſecration inthe Sacrament of the Altar, thereneither 
is, nor can be an Accident without a Subjett, and that the 
_ Subſtance and Nature of Bread remained which was 
ore. 

Tn the Examination of William Thorp &y Thomas 
Arundel, Arch-Biſhop of Canterbury A. D. 1407. (which 
zs not in the Repiſter being defettive, but the account 
7s preſerved from his own Copy ) The Arch-Biſhop decla- 
red, that the Church had now determined, that there 
abideth no Subſtanceof Bread after Conſecration in the 
Sacrament of the Altar. And that if he believed other- 
wiſe he did nor believe as theUhurch believed. Thorp 
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quoted S. Auguſtin and Fulgentius to prove that the Sub- 
{tance remained; and the very Maſs on Chriſtmas Day. 
The Arch-Biſhop /t:4 prefſed him with-the Churches De- 
termination. Thorp ſaid.this was a School-nicety whe- 
ther Accidents could be without a Subje&t; no, ſaid 
the Arch-Biſhop , it is the Faith of the Church I go 
upan. Thorp replyed, it was not ſo for a thouſand 
years after Chriſt. | | | 

In the Examination of the Lord Cobham 4. D. 1412. 
by the ſame Arch-Biſhop we find that he owned the Real 
Preſence of Chriſt's Body as firmly as his Accuſers ; but 
he was condemned for Hereſie, Becauſe he held the Sub- 
ſtance of Bread to remain. For the Arch-Biſhop decla- 


red this to be the Senſe of the Church ; that after Con- © 


ſecration, remaineth no material Bread or Wine which 
were before, they being turned into Chriſt's very Body 
and Bloud. The Original words of the Arch-Biſhop as 
they are in the Regiſter, are theſe. _ 

The Faith and. the determination of holy Church 
touching the bleſtfull Sacrament of the auter is this, 
that after the Sacramental Wows ben ſaid by a Peſt 
in his Baſle, the materfal bed that wag befoze is tur: 
ned into Chaiſt's veray body, - And the material Wyn 
that was befoze is turned into Chaift veray blode, and 
fo there leweth in the auter, no material bzede ne ma- 
terial Wyn the wich wer ther bytoze the ſaying of the 


Sacramental wows. | 
And the Biſhops afterwards ftood up and ſaid; Tt is ma- 


nifeſt Hereſie-to ſay that it is Bread after the Sacramen- 


tal Words be ſpoken ; becauſe it was againſt the Deter- 
mination of holy Church. | X 


| But to wake-all ſure, not many years after, May 4th | 


A. D. 1415. the Council of Conſtance Seſſion 8. declared 


the two Propoſitions bef$e mentioned to be heretical ; 
| WIL, 
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viz. to hold that the Subſtance doth remain after Conſe- 
cration, and that the Accidents do not remain without a 
Subject. 


Let any impartial Reader now judge, whether it be any 


fatal Overſight-zo aſſert, that the Modus of the Real 
Preſence was determin'd by the Council of Trent, wher 
there were ſo many leading Determinations to it, which 
were generally owned and received in the Churchof Rome. 
But there were other Diſputes remaining in the Schools 
relating to this Matter ; which we do not pretend were 
ever determin'd by the Council of Trent. As, 

(1.) Whether the Words of Conſecration are to be un- 


derſtood in a Speculative or Practical Senſe 2 ' For, the 


Scotiſts ſay, in the former Senſe, they do by no means 
prove Tranſubſtantiation ; ſince it may be truly ſaid This 
is my Body, though the Subſtance of Bread do remain ; 
and that they are to be underſtood in a Practical Senſe, 
z.e. for converting the Bread into the Body, us not to be 
deduced ex vi verborum, from the mere force of the 
Words, but from the Senſe of the Church which hath fo 
anderſtood them. Which in plain terms is to ſay, it can- 
not be proved from Scripture, but from the Senſe of the 
Church ; and ſo. Scotus doth acknowledge, but then he 
adds, that we are to judge this to be the Senſe of Scrip- 
ture, becauſe the Church hath declared it. Which he 
doth not think was done before the Council of Lateray. 
So that, this Council muſt be believed to have had as In- 
fallible a Spirit in giving this Senſe of Scripture as there 
was in the writing of it ; fince it is wot drawn from the 
Words, but added to them. On the other fide, the Thos. 
miſts z»/i/# on the force of the Words themſelves ; for, if. 


Jay they, from the Words be infer d that there is a Real. 


Preſence of the Subſtance of Chriſt's Body, then it follows 
| TE . thence, 
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thence, that there is no Subſtance of the Bread remaining ; 
for a Subſtance cannot be where it was not _ but it 
muſt either change its place, or another muſt be turned in- 
to it ; as Fire im a Houſe muſt either be brought thither, 
or ſome other thing muſt be turned into Fire ; but, ſay 
they, the Body of Chriſt cannot be rronges from Heaven 
thither, for then it muſt leave the place it had there ; 
and muſt paſs through all the Bodies between ; and it is 
impoſſible for the ſame Body to be Locally preſent in ſeve- 
ral places ; and therefore the Body of Chriſt cannot other- 
wiſe be really and ſubſtantially preſent, but by the Conver. 
fron of the Subſtance of the Bread into it. 

(2.) 1n what Manner che Body of Chriſt 7s made to be 
preſent in the Sacrament > The Scotiſts ſay, it 7s impoſſi- 
ble to conceive it otherwiſe than by bringing it from the 
place where it already is ; the Thomiſts ſay that is im- 
poſſible, fince that Body muſt be divided from it ſelf by ſo 
many other Bodies interpoſing. The former is ſaid to be 
an adductive Converfion, the latter a produftive ; but 
then here lies another difficulty, how there can be a pro- | 
dluttive Converſion of a thing already in bring. But my | 
bufmeſs is not to give an account of theſe Sehool-Diſputes ; 
but to ſhew how different they were from the point of Tran- | 
fubſtantiation'; . and that both theſe diſputing Parties did . 
agree that the Modus of the Real Prelence was defined to 
be by changing the Subſtance of the Elements into the 
Body and Blood of Chriſt ; but they ftil warmly diſputed 
about the Modus of that Modus ; wiz. ' how a Body al- 
ready in being could be preſent in ſo many places without 
teaving that Place where it was already. And no Man who 
hath ever look d into theſe School-Diſpates can ever ima- 
gine that they diſputed about the Truth of the Dottrine of 
Franſubſtanriation, vr only about the manner of explain- 
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ing it. Wherein they do effeflually overthrow each others 
Notions without being able to eſtabliſh their own ; as the 
EleQor of Cologn truly obſerved of their Debates about 
this matter in the Council of Trent. 


VI. Where the Senſe of Words hath been changed by 
the introducing new Doitrine, there the words ought to be 
underſtood according to the Doftrine at that time received. 
Of this we have two remarkable Inſtances in the Council 
of Trent ; 

«The firſt is about Indulgences, which that Council 7 
its laſt Seſſion never went about to define ; . but made uſe of 
the old Word, and ſo declares both _— and Antiqui- 
ty for the uſe of them. But there had been a mighty 
change in the Do@rine about them, jince the Word was uſed 
in the Chriſtian Church. No doubt there was a Power in 
the Church to relax Canonical Penances in extraordinary 
Caſes; but what could that fignifie when the Canonical 
Diſcipline was /aid afide, and a new Method of dealing 
with Penitents was taken up, and another Trade driven 
with Reſpett to Purgatory Pains > For here was a new 
thing carried on under an old Name. And that hath been 
the great Artifice of the Roman Church ; where it hath 
enkbuch gone off from the. old Doarines, yet ro retain 
the old Names, that the unwary might ſtill think, the 
things were the ſame, becauſe the Names were. As inthe 
preſent Caſe, we deny not the uſe of Indulgences in the 
Primitive Church ; as the Word was uſed for Relaxations 
of the Canonical Diſcipline'; but we utterly deny it as to 
the Pains of Purgatory. And that this was the Senſe 
then receivd in the Church of Rome, appears from the 
Papal Conſtitutions of Boniface the 8th, Clemens zhe 
6th, aud Leo the xoth. But of theſe more hereafter. 
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. The other Inſtance is in the Word Species uſed by the 
Council of Trent, Seſl. 13. Can. 2. where an Anathema 
is denounced againſt him that denies the Converſion of 
the whole Subſtance of the Elements into the Body and 
Blood of Chriſt, the Species of Bread and Wine only 
remaining. Now a Controverfie hath been ſtarted in the 
Church of Rome, what is to be underſtood by Species, 
whether real Accidents or only Appearances, 

Some of the Church of Rome who have had a Taft of 
the New Philoſophy, rejet any real Accidents, and yet 
declare Tranſubſtantiation to be a matter of Faith, and 

| go about to explain the Notion of it in another manner. 
MaignanPhi- 4mong theſe one Emanuel Maignan, a Profeſſor of Divi- 
pie 84 nity at Tholouſe, hath"at large undertaken this matter. 
Append. 5. Ti he Method he takes is this. 

(1.) He grants, that nothing remains of the Bread af: 
ter Conſecration, but that whereby it was an Objett of 
Senſe ; becauſe that which is really the Being of one thing 
cannot be the Being of another. And he confeſſes that the 
Modus as fo the not being of the Subſtance after Conſe- 
cration, ts determind by the Councils of Conſtance aud 
Trent. | © 

(2.) He aſſerts, that real Accidents, ſuppoſing them ſe- 
parable from the Subſtance, are not that whereby the Ele- 
ments are made the Objeds of Senſe; becauſe they do not 
make the Conjunttion between the Objett and the Fa- 
culty. 

| "aq ) Since he denies, that Accidents have any real Be- 
ing diſtinft from the Subſtance they are in, he grants, that 
i#t is as much a matter of Faith, that there are no real 
Accidents after Conſecration, as that there is no real Sub- 
ſtance; and he brings the Authorities of the Councils of 
Latcran, Florence and Trent zo prove 2t. 
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(4.) As the Subſtance did by Divine : Concourſe ſo At 
upon the Senſes before, as to make it be an Objed of Senſe ; 
y4 after Conſecration, God by his immediate Ad makes the 
ſame Appearances, although the Subſtance be gone. And 

this, he ſaith, is the effe@ of this Miraculous Converſion, 
\ which 3 concealed from our Senſes, by God's immediate cau- 
: fing the very ſame Appearances, which came before from 
the Subſtance. Which Appearances, he ſaith, are the Spe- 
cies mention d by the Council of Trent ; and other elder 
Councils and Fathers. by | 
Againſt this new Hypotheſis, a famous Jeſuit, Theo- 
. Philus Raynaudus, oppoſed himſelf with great wehemency ; 
 -and urged theſe Arguments againſt it. 

(t.) That it overthrows the very Nature of a. Sacra- 
ment, leaving no external viſible ſign ; but a perpetual il- 
lufion of the Senſes, in ſuch a manner, that the Error of 
-0ne cannot be corretted by another. 

(2.) That it overthrows the Defign of the Sacrament, 
which is to be true and proper Food. My. Fleſh is mear 
- indeed, @«c. John 6. Which, he ſaith, is to be under- 

food of the Sacrament, as well as of the Body of Chriſt, 
and therefore cannot. agree with an imaginary appea- 


rance. | 4 
(3.) 1t is not conſiſtent with the Accidents which befal 


the Sacramental Species, as to be trod under. foot, ro 
be caſt into indecent places, to be devoured by Brutes, 
_..to be Putrified, &c. 7f the Body of Chrift withdraws, 
there muſt be ſomething beyond mere Appearances. 
(4.) He makes this Dottrine to be Heretical, Becauſe 
_. the Council of: Conſtance condemned it as-an Heretical 
Propoſition, to afirm, . that in the Euchariſt Accidents 
'do.not remain without their Subjet-; and becauſe the 
Council of Treat «ſes the = Species 7n the. Seſe 
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then generally received, and ſo it fignified the ſame with 
Accidents. Which, ſaith be, farther appears, becauſe 
the Council ſpeaks of the Species remaining ; but if 
there be no real Accidents, the Species doth not remaiw ju 
the Olje& ; but a new Appearance is produced. And 5+ 
ſeems moſt reaſonable to interpret the Language of the 
Conncil according to the general Senſe wherein the Words 
were underſtood at that time. | | 


VII. What things were diſputed and oppoſed by ſome is 
the Council, without being cenſured for et, although the 
were afterwards decreed by a Major Party, yet canner 74 
Jaid to have been there received by a Catholick Traditi- 
on. Becauſe Matters of Faith which bane been ungyer- 
ally received in the Church, . cas never be ſuppoſed to be 
conteſted in a Council without Cenſure ; but if it appears 
that there were Heats and warm Detates among the Par- 
ties in the Council it ſelf, and beth think they ſpeak the 
Senſe of the Catholick Church ; zben we wift either al- 
low that there was then no known Catholick Tradition 
about thoſe matters, or that the Divines of the Cluurch of 
Rome aſſembled m Council did not wvderfavd what it 
was. And what happens to be decreed by a Majority, cas 
never be concluded from thence to bave been the Traditi- 
on before, beeanſe there was a different Senſe of others 
Concerning it. And fince in a diwwifion, a jingle Perſos 
may make a Majority, #t wil be very bard to believe, 
that he carries Infallibility avd Catholick Tradition a/oug 
with him, 


But-1 think it Reaſonable in the enquiry efter Catho- 


lick Tradition #9 #ake notice of the different Opinions is 


the Council; and among the Schoolk-men before it ; aud 


wat . only to obſerve, what was the Sexfe of the Roman 


Church, 
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Church, &«t of the Eaſtern Churches too ; and where 
the matter requires it, to go through the ſeveral Ages of 
the Church wp to the Apoſtolical Times ; - that 7 may ef- 
fefually prove, that in the main Points in Controverſie be- 
tween us, which are eſtabliſhed by the Council of Trent, 
there cannot be produced any Catholick and Apoſtolical 


Tradition for them. 
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DISPROVED, ec. 


T are Two things deſigned by me in this Trea- 

ſ tie, 

1. To ſhew that there isno ſuch thing as uni- 
yerſal Tradition for the main Points in Contro- 

verſie between us and the Church of Rome, as they are 

determined by the Council of 7rent. 

2. To give an Account by what Steps and Degrees, 
and on what Occaſion thoſe DoQrines and Praftices 
came into the Church. 

But before I come to particulars, I fthall lay down 

ſome reaſonable Poſtulata. 


I. Thata Catholick Tradition muſt be univerſally recei- 
ved among the ſound Members of the Catholick Church. 
2. That the force of Tradition lies in the Certainty of 
Conveyance of Matters of Faith from the Apoſtolical 
Times. For no New Doctrines being pretended ta, there 
B can 
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can be no Matter of Faith in any Age of the Church, but 
what was ſoin the precedent and fo up to the Apoſtles 
times. 
 _ 3. That it is impoſſible to ſuppoſe the Divines of the 
Catholick Church to be ignorant, what was in their own 
time received for Catholick Tradition. For, if it be ſo 
hard tor others to miſtake it, it will be much more fo 
for thoſe whoſe Luſinelſs is to enquire into, and to deliver 
Matters of Faith. 


Theſe things premiſed, I now enter upon the Points 
themſelves; and I begin with, | 


I. Traditions being a Rule of Faith equal with #Þ 
Scriptures. 


This is declared by the Council of 7rext, as the 
Groundwork of their Proceedings. 
The wordsare Sefl. 4. That the Coun- 
Wecnon Traditiones tpſas tum ad c;] receives Traditions both as to Faith 
= [= cans 7 Chrifh vel a and manners, either delivered by Chriſt 
abit ſantle wp & widens —_— —_ - = — of _—_ 
2 6. peg no Oy tbe Ho oſt, and preſerved in the 
rags | | pc mk os Catholick Church by a 19 ants Succeſſion 
with equal Piety of Aﬀeition and Reve- 
rence as the Proofs of holy Scripture. 
Where the Council firſt ſuppoſes there are ſuch Trad:- 
tions from Chriſt and the Holy Ghoſt diſtinit from Scrip- 
ture which relate to Faith; and then it declares equal Re- 
ſpeft and Veneration due to them. No one queſtions but 
the Word of Chriſt and DiQtates of the Holy Ghoſt deſerve 
equal ReſpeCt,howſoever conveyed to us; But the Point is, 
whether there was a Catholick Tradition before this _ 
. or 


for Traditions being a Rule of Faith. 
for an unwritten Word, as a Foundation of Faith, toge- 
ther with the written Word. 

x. It is therefore impertinent hereto talk of a 7rad7t+- 
on before the written Word; for our Debate is concerning 
both being joined together to make a perte&t Rule of 
Faith: and yet this is one of the common Pleas on behalf 
of Tradition. 

2. It is likewiſe impertinent-to talk of that Tradition 
whereby we do receive the written Word. Forthe Coun- 
cil firſt ſuppoſes the written Word to be received andem- 
braced asthe Word of God, before it mentionsthe unwrit- 
ten Word; and therefore, it cannot be underſtood con- 
cerning that Tradition whereby we receive the Scrip- 
tures. And the Council affirms, That the Truth of the 
Goſpel is contained partly in Books that are written, and 
partly in unwritten Traditions. By the Truth of the Gol- 
pel they cannot mean the Scriptures being the Word of 
God, but that the word was contained partly in Scrip- 
ture and partly in Tradition ; and it is therefore impertt- 
nent to urge the Tradition for Scripture to prove Tradi- 
tion to be part of the Rule of Faith, as it is here owned 
by the Council of 7rexr. 

3- The Council doth not here ſpeak of a Traditionary 
ſenſe of Scripture, but of a diſtin Rule of Faith from 
the Scripture. For of that it ſpeaks afterwards in the 
Decree about the uſe of the Scripture 3 where it faith, 0 
may ought to interpret Scripture againſt the Senfe of the 
Church to whom it belougs to judge of the true Senſe and 
Meaning of Scripture, nor againſt the unanimous Conſent of 
the Fathers, Whereby it 1s evident, the Council is not 
to be underſtood of any Conſequences drawn out of 
Scripture concerning things not expreſly contained in it ; 
but it clearly means an unwritten Word diſtin& from the 
written, and not contained in-it, which, together =_ 

B 2 that, 
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that, makes up a Complete Rule of Faith. This being 
the true ſenſe of the Council, I now ſhew that there was 
no Catholick Tradition for it. 
Which I ſhall prove by theſe ſteps: 


1. From the Proceedings of the Council it ſelf, 

2. Fromthe Teſtimony of the Divinesof that Church 
before the Council for ſeveral Centuries. 

3. From the Canon Law received and allowed in the 
Church of Rome. 

4. From the ancient Offices uſed in that Church. 

5. From the Teſtimony of the Fathers. 


I. From the Proceedings of the-Council about this 
matter. | 
By the Poſtulata it appears, that the Catholick Tradition 
1s ſuch as muſt be known by the ſound members of the 
Church, and eſpecially of the Divines in it. But it ap- 
pears by the moſt allowed Hiſtories of that Council, this 
Rule of Faith was not ſo received there. For Cardinal 
Pallavicini tells us that it was warmly debated and can- 
|  Valſled even by the Biſhops themſelves. The Biſhop of 
Eft. Concil. Fano ( Bertanus) urged againſt it, that God bad not given 
& 14-n. 3 Equal firmneſs to Tradition as he had done to Scripture, 
fince ſeveral Traditions had failed. But the Biſhop of Bj- 
tonto ( Muſſus)) oppoſed him and ſaid, Though all Truths 
were not to be equally regarded, yet every word of God 
ought, and Traditions as well as Scripture were the word 
of God, and the firſt Principles of Faith; and the greater 
part of the Council followed him. It ſeems then there was 
adiviſion in the Council about it ; but how could that 
be it there were a Catholick Tradition about this Rule of 
Faith? Could the Biſhops of the Catholick Church, 
- when aſſembled in Council to determine Matters ot F wy 
( 
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be no better agreed about the Rule of Faith; and yet 
muſt we believe there was at that time a known Catho- 
lick Tradition about it, and that it was impoſlible they 
ſhould err about ſuch a Tradition? Nay farther, the 
ſame Authour tells us, that although this Biſhop had gai- 
ned the greateſt part of the Council to him, yet his own 
heart miſgave him, and in the next Congregation him- 
ſelf propoled, that inſtead of egua/ it might be puta /ike 
Peneration; and yet we mult believe there was a Catho- 
lick Tradition for an Equal Veneration to Scripture and 
Tradition. But the Biſhop of Chioza, (Naclantus) he 
faith, zwveighed more bitterly againſt this Equality, and in 
the faceof the Council charged the Dottrine with Impie* N. 4 
ty; and he would not allow any Divine Inſpiration to . 
Tradition, but that they were to be conſidered onely as 
Laws of the Church. It's true, he faith he profeſſed to 
conſent to the Decree afterwards, but withall he tells us, 
that he was brought under the Inquiſition not long after, 
upon ſuſpicion of Hereſie; which ſhews they were not 
well ſatisfied with his ſubmiſſion. Weare extremely be- 
holden to Cardinal PaZavicint for his Information in theſe 
matters, which are paſt over too jejunely by F. Paul. 

2. I proceed to the Teſtimony of the Divines of the 
Roman Church before the Council of Trent. It is ob- 
ſerved by ſome of them, that when the Fathers appealed 
to the Tradition of the Church in any controverted Point 
of Faith, they made their Appeal to thoſe who wrote be- 
fore the Controverſie was ſtarted ; as S. Auguſtin. did a- 
gainſt the Pe/agians, &c. This is a reaſonable Method Ang. !. 2.c. 
of preceeding, in caſe Tradition be a Rule of Faith: and /* 
therefore muſt be ſo even in this point, whether Traditi- 
on be ſuch a Rule or not. For the Divines who wrote 
before could not be ignorant of the Rule of Faith they re- 
ceived among themſelves. 
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Gabriel Biel lived in the latter end of 
the 15th Century, and he affirms, that 
_— _ aq neceſſaria, the Scripture alone teaches all things ne- 
. of; 7 gp lag Mie Fee ' ceſſary to ſalvation; and he inftances in 
the things to be done and to be awoided, to 
be ok and to be deſpiſed, robe believed 
pi Hec _ ” Lita _—_ and to be hoped for. And again, that the 
.  nigſ oh Det —_— Wil of God us to be under. ft ood by the 
ib, | Scriptures, and by them alone we know the 
whole Will of God. If the whole Will of 
God were tobe known by the Scripture, how could part 
of it be preſerved in an unwritten Tradition? And if 
this were then part of the Rule of Faith, how could ſuch 
a Man, who was Profeflour of Divinity at Zubing be ig- 
norant of it? I know he faith he took the main of his 
Book from the Le&ures of Fggelingus, in the Cathedral 
Church at Mentz; but this adds greater ftrength to the 
Argument, finceit appears hereby that this Dodrine was 
not confined to the Schools, but openly deltvered in one 
of the moſt famous Churches of Germany. 

Cajetan died not above x2 Years betore the Council, 
whoagrees with this DoQrine of Be/ or Eggelingus (and 
he was accounted the Oracle of his time for Divinity) for 

| he affirms that the Scripture gives ſuch 
Ecce —_— atilitas divine a perfettion to a Man of God (or one that 
a & buc &# 4 gui totum ſeipfum  devvontly ſerves him) that thereby he is 
Deo dat ) perſettionem inquam ta- accompiiſhed for every good Work; How 
reed grey can this be, if there be another Rule of 
| Faith quite diſftin& from the Written 

Word? | 

Belarmin indeed grants, that all things which are 
ſimply neceſſary to the Salvationof all, are plainly contained 
in Scripture, by which he yields, that the Scrzprure 
alone is the Rule of Faith as to neceffary points ; and = 

calls 
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callsthe Scripture the certain and ſtable Rule of Faith, yea 

the moſt certain and moſt ſecure Rule. If there be then Dico ite 
any other, it muſt'be /e/s certain and about points ot —_— 
neceſſary to Salvation ; 7. e. it muſt be a Rule where /tolis que ſunt 
there is no need of a Rule. For ifMens Salvation be ſuf- 777 ne 
ficiently provided for, by the Written Rule; and the gue iſ; pa 


Divine Revelation, be in Order to mens Salvation, what "omnibus 


, vuleo predi- 
need any other Revelation to the Church, beſides what cavern. 
is Written ? Bellarm. d 
verbo Dei, 


Wud imprimis ftatuendum erit Propheticos &y Apnſtolicos libros juxta mentem Exleſis Is 
tholice verumeſſe verbum Dei Cy certam ac ſtabilem Regulam fidet, Id. l. 1.c. 1. 

At ſacris Scripturis que Propheticis & Apoſtoltcis literis continentur, nihil eſt noting, nihil 
Certits. Id. Co Zo - 

Nuare cum Sacra Scriptura Regula credendi certiſſuna tutiſſumague ſit» Thid, 


He aſſerts farther, that nothing: i de fide, But what God L. 4. c. 9. 
hath revealed to the Prophets and Apoſtles, or is deduced 
from thence. This he brings to prove that whatſoever was 
recezved as a matter of Faith in the Church, which is not 
found in Scripture muſt have come from an Apoſtolical 
Tradition. But if it be neceſſary to Salvation, according 
to his own Conceſſion it muſt be written ; and if it benor, 
how comes it to be received as a matter of Faith? unleſsit 
be firſt proved, that it is neceſſary to Salvation to receive - 
an unwritten Rule of Faith, as well as a written? For, 
either it muſt be neceſfary on itsown Account, and then - 
he faith it muſt be written ; and if not, then it can beno 
otherwiſe neceſſary than becauſe it is to be believed on - 
the Account of a Rule, which makes it neceſſary. And - 
conſequently: that Rule muſt be firſt proved to be a ne-- 
ceſſary Article of Faith : Which Be/armin hath no - 
where done; but onely ſets down Rules about knowing 
true Apoſtolical Traditions from others in matters of 
Faith, wherein he wiſely ſuppoſes that which he was to 
prove. | ; And : 
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And the true Occaſion of ſetting up this new Rule of 
Faith is intimated by Be/armis himſelf in his firſt Rule 
of judging true Apoltolical Traditions. Which is, whes 
the Church believes any thing as a Dofrine of Faith which 
is not in Scripture, then ſaith he, we muſt judge it to be 
an Apoſtolical Tradition. Why ſo? Otherwiſe the Charch 
muſt have erred intaking that for a matter of Faith which 
was uot, And this is the great Secret about this New 
Rule of Faith; they ſaw plainly ſeveral things were 
impoſed on the Faith of Chriſtians, which could not be 
proved from Scripture; and they muſt not yield they 
had once miſtaken, and therefore this New, Additional 
Leſs certain Rule for unneceſſary Poznts muſt be advanced, 
although they wanted Tradition among themſelves to 
prove Traditiona Rule of Faith, which I thall now farther 
make appear from their own School! Drvines betore the 
Council of Trext. 
We are to obſerve among them what thoſe are which 
they ſtrictly call Theologzcal Truths, and by them we ſhall 
Judge, what they made#the Ruleof Faith. For, they do 
not make a bare Revelation to any Perſon a ſufficient 
* Zr quantum Ground for Faith ; but they ſay * the Revelation muſt be 
ad ea qus publick, and deſigned for the general Benefit of the Church ; 
ProjÞu- cre. and ſo Aquinas determines F that our Faith reſts rnely upon 
denda que the Revelations made to the Prophets and Apoſiles; and 
po at Theological Truths are ſuch as are immediately deduced 
9. 191. prot. from the Principles bf Faith, 1.e. from publick Divine Res 
T1. 9+ 1-4-5* yelations owned and received by. the Church. The 
{ Melch.Can. modern School men, ||| who follow the Council of Trent 
# 12:6,3* make Theological Truths to be deduced from the unwritten 
as well as the Written word; or elſe they would not 
ſpeak conſonantly to their own DoQrine. And thereſore 
it thoſe before them deduce Theological Truths onely from 
the Written Word, then it will tollow that they did not 


hold 
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hold the wnwritten Word to be a Rule of Faith. 

Marſilius ab Inghen was firſt Profeſſor of Divinity of 
Heidelberg ( at the latter end of the 15th C entury laith 
Bellarmin, but Trithemius faith the 14th ) and he deter- ; 
mines, that a Theological Propoſition is that which is pofei- SY 
tively aſſerted in Scripture or deduced from thence by good 1. x. proem. 
Conſequence; and that a Theological Truth ftrittly taken is 4 %* tr 2 
the Trath of an Article of Faith, or ſomething expreſſed in 
the Bible, or deduced from thence. He mentions Apoſtoli- 
cal Traditions atterwards , and joins them with ZEccle/ta- 
ftical Hiſtories and Martyrologies. So far was he from ſup- 
poſing them to be part of the Rule of Fazth. 

In the beginning of the x 5th Century lived Perrus de 
Aliaco, one as famous for his skill in Divinity, as for his Fe de Allie 
Dignity in the Church, He faith , :hat Theological Diſ- 1.,",.n. 
courſe is founded on Scripture, and a Theological Proof a. 3- 
muſt be drawn from thence; that Theological Principles are 
the Truths contained in the Canon of Scripture ; and Con- 
cluftons are ſuch as are drawn out of what is contained in 
Scripture. So that he not onely makes the Scripture the 
Foundation of Faith , but of all ſorts of true Reaſoning a- 
bout it. He knew nothing of Cardinal Palavicini's tws 
firſt Principles of Faith. 

To the ſame purpoſe ſpeaks Gregorins Ariminenſis, a- 
bout the middle of the 14r7h Century he faith, al Theo- 
logical Diſcourſe is grounded on Scripture and the Conſe- 
quences from it; which he not onely proves from Teſti- 
mony , but ex communi omnium conceptione , from the' ge- 
weral Conſent of Chriſtians. For, ſaith he, all are agreed 
that then a thing is proved Theologically, when it is proved 
from the Words of Scripture. So that here we have plain 
Tradition, againſt Traditions being a diſtinft Rule of Faith, 
and this delivered by the General of an Order in the 
Church of Rome. He affirms that _ Principles of Theo- 


logy, 


Greg. Ari- 
min. 9-1:4-2 
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V logy,. are no other than the Truths .cantained inthe Cy- 
non of Seripture ; and that the Reſolution of all Theological 
Diſcoarſe *1s into them ; and that there can .be no 7heo- 
logical Concluſion , but what is drawn from Scriptare, - 
. Durand. Prot. Tr the former -part of that Century lived Durand es , 
| Et he. gives a threefold Senſe of 7heology. 1. For a habit 
whereby we aſſent to thoſe —_ which are contaiged in 
Scripture, as they are there delivered. 2. For a habit 
whereby thofe things are defended and declared which are 
a.19), delivered in Scripture. 3. For a habit of thoſe things 
which are deduced out of Articles of Faith ; and ſo it is © 
n.21 all one with the holy Scripture. | 
Andi anather place he affirms, zhat af Truth i con- 
L.3. Diſt-25- tained in the Holy Scripture at large ; but for the People's 
| of i Conveniency the neceſſary Points are ſummed up in the 
Apoſtles Creed. 
In. his Preface before his Book on the Sentences he 
highly commends zhe Scriptures for their Digaity , their 
T/efulneſs, their Certainty, their Depth ; and after all 
concludes, that in matters of Faith men oaght to ſpeak 
agreeably to the Scriptures ; and whoſaever doth wot, breaks 
the Rule of the Scriptures , which he calls.the Meaſure of 
our Faith. What Tradition did appear then for another 
lil Rule of Faith in the 14th Century ? 
[| + © But before I proceed higher I ſhall ſhew the Conſent 
FUR of others with theſe School Divines in the three laſt 
Centuries before the Council of Trent. In the middle of 
the x5th lived Nicholaus Panormitanus, one.of mighty Re- 
putation for his skill in the Canon Law. In.the Ch. Signi- 
feaſti prima. 1. de Eleftione debating the 
Nam in concernentibus fidem eti- Authority of Pope and Council, he ſaith, 
ara Acer plot If the Pope hath better Reaſon his Att 
ur melioribus rationibus novi thority s greater than the Conncils 5 and 
v2terts Teflamenti quam Pape. if any privat (1 perſon in matters of _ 
| | ath 
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nd efter Reaſon out of Scripture th the: Poye, his (af 7 
iy 2 Sepreerabe the Pegs Which words do 
ſhew, that the- Scripture was then looked: | 
the oxely: Rule of Faith ; or elſe no: _——_ 
# I q no:M 's- 4 Y 
_ on —_— could make his ret tomy re 
efore the Pope's ; who-might alledge Trads?; ; 
him, and'if that were an equab prot owaggts ec 
ir _— _ Rule could not- be heergtir Hama atr nd 
the ſame time lived' Zoſtatss the f; | * 
Avila, one of infinite Induſtry | umous Biſhop of 
2. and great: Judement, + 
therefore could not be miſtake, Nl givent, and” 
- | en . 
his Preface on Genefis he faith, —_ _ of Faith. In" 
muſt be a.Rule for our underſtandings to be Cim ergo in onni oY” | 
regulated b J» and' that Rule muſt be. moſh tardbuine. fi gets = abil 3 
certain ; that Divine Faith i the moſt per illam, & i alie C—_ 
certain; and that iscomtained inScripture - wn 4 = quantum conforman= 
and therefo re we muſt regulate our unde ) rem deviant ab ills "i Som. 
ſtandings thereby; Antd'this he' makes _ CES Sacra autem Serip- 
- ' the meaſure of Truth and. Falſhood. "_- noſtr um — - 
e knew any other: Rule of Faith beſid orgy og" 
the Scriptures, he would have mation in Ep, Hieron. c. 6. p. 28. D. 
it in- this- place; and not have: dire& 
3 e: dired | 
— exact a—_ of erm Fallhad, I 
inning of this Century Thom, I” 
_ to our Henry 5th, faith 774 -Adevng) pon Con- 
Y againſt Wickliff; but he durſt not-ſet U a -— wogr* 
A or Tradition equal with the $5 aq 
4 ; be mentions 7radition after Scri — 
Iſclaims any ſuch thought as that of E cones. 
= between them; but he-defires a yoo 
diſtance may be kept'between Canonii Non quod in Anftoritate equantur, 
_ ipture and Ecclefraftical perro in Julldum tori ap Loco 
radition. In the IMOrILy OF fed in admmitimem Ry 
firſt pla poſter 
h place he ſaith, we- 4: orumy þ. 2» 
ought to believe the holy Scriptures; then _— 
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Joh. Gerſon. 
Exam. Dottr. 
Þ. $4% ' 
Part.x, Conf. 
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Conf. 6. 
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the Definitions and Cuſtoms of the Cathelick Church ; but 
he more fully explains himſelf in another place , where 
he plainly aſſerts, that nothing elſe is to be received by 
Such Faith as the Scripture and Chriſt's ſymbolical Charch 
but for all other Authorities, the loweſt degree is that of 
Catholick Tradition, the next of the Biſhops , eſpecially of 
the Apoſtolical Churches, and the Roman in the firſt place ; 
and above all theſe he places that of a General Council; but 
when he hath ſo done, he faith, a/ theſe Authorities are 
to be regarded but as the Inſtruttions of Elders, and Ad- 
monitions of Fathers. So that the chiet Oppoſers of Wick- 
iff had not yet found out this new Rule of Faith. 

Much about the ſame time lived Foh. Gerſon, whom 
Cardinal Zabarela declared, in the Council of Conſtance, 
to be the greateſt Divine of his time, and therefore could 
not be ignorant of the zrue Rule of Faith. He agrees with 
Panormitan in this, that if a man be well skilled in Scrip- 
tures, his Doftrine deſerves more to be regarded than the 
Pope's Declaration ; for, ſaith he, the Goſpel is more to be- 
believed than the Pope , and if ſuch a one teaches a Doc- 
trine to be contained in Scripture , which the Pope either 
knows not or miſtakes, it is plain whoſe Judgment is to be pre- 
ferred. Nay, he goes farther, that if in a General Council, 
he finds the Majority incline to that part which is contrary to 
Scripture, he is bound to oppoſe it, and he inſtances in H:- 
lary. And he ſhews, that fince the Canon of Scripture re- 
cerved by the Church , no Authority of the Church is to be 
equalled to it. He allows a Judgment of Diſcretion in pri- 
vate perſons, and a Certainty of the literal Senſe of Scrip- 

ture attainable thereby. He makes zhe. 


Nihil audendam dicere de divi- ; LE ; 
nis niſs que nobis 4 Sacra Scriptura Scr zpture 1 he onely ſt anding inf, allible Rule 


tradita ſunt. 


Cujus ratio eſt, quo- of Faith for the whole Church to the end of. 


nam Scriptura nobis tradira eft tan xo world, And whatever Dotrine is not 


quam Regula 


lis, pro Regimine totius Eccleſtaſti- agreeable thereto, is to be rejed edeither. 


ſufficiens to infallibi- 
a 
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a Heretical, ſuſpicious, or impertinent < corports & membrorum uſque in 
_ « em cult, t ,' 
zo Religion. If the Council of Trent had yo ſe ug, _- TY 


gone by this Rule, we had never heard a 
- abucienaa eft ut hereticalis, aut 
of the Creed of P;us IV. ſuſpeFa, aut impertinens ol Reli- 


gionem prorſug eft habenda. Exam. Dodir. Part. 2. 


In the beginning of the 14th Century lived Nicolaus 


Conſid. 1. 


t 7 S ina matters of Faith Lyra, Praſat. 
de Lyra, who parallels the Scriptures ia f Faith ons 


with Firſt-principles in Sciences ; for as other Truths are 
tried in them by their reduction to Firſt-principles, ſo in 


OLVIZ. 


matters of Paith by their reduttion to Canonical Scriptures, 


which are of divine Revelation, which is impoſſible to be 
falſe. If he had known any other Principles which would 


have made Faith impoſlible to be falſe, . he would never 
have ſpoken thus of Scripture alone. But to return to . 


the School Divines. 


About the ſame time lived Foh. Duns Scotus, the head ' 


_ of a School, famous for Subtilty ; Heathrms, that the 
' holy Scripture doth ſufficiently contain all matters neceſſa- 
ry to ſalvation; becauſe by it we know what we are to be- 
lieve, hope for, and praftiſe. And after he hath enlarged 
upon them, he concludes in theſe words, patet quod Scrip- 
turaſacra ſufficienter continet Doftrinam neceſſariam viato- 
rt, If this be underſtood onely of Points imply neceſſary, 
then however it proves, that all ſuch things neceſlary to 
Salvation are therein contained ; and no man is bound 


toenquire after unneceſſary Points. How then can it be- 


neceſſary to embrace another. Rule of Faith, when all 
things neceſſary to.Salvation are ſufficiently contained 
1n Scripture? 


Scot. in Sen-" 
tent. P rolog. 


N. 2+ N. 14s 


, "72 Ea enim qua ex ſola Dei volunta- - 
But Thomas Aquinas 1s MOre expreſs te ſupra omne debitum Creature , 


in this matter ; For he faith, that thoſe nubir innoteſcere non poſſunt, wſrg 
things which depend on the Will of God, #*ns in ſacra Scriptura traduntur, 


que- 


and are above my deſers of ears, can Op oe ng bw i: 


e. 
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be known no otherways by us, than as they are delivered in. 
Scriptures by the Will of God, which is made known tous. 
This is ſo remarkable a Paſſage, that Suarez could: not 
Suarez, in 3, Jt it eſcape without corrupting it ; for inſtead of Scrip- 
p. 117, Pure he makes him to ſpeak of Divine Revelation in ge- 
neral, viz. under Scripture he comprehends all; . that is, 
under the written Word he means the unwritten; If he 
had meant fo, he was able to have expreſſed his own 
mind more plainly ; and Cajetan apprehended noſuchmea- 
ning in his words, But this is a matter of fo great con- 
ſequence, that I ſhall prove from other paſlages.in him, 
that he aſſerted the ſame DoCtrine, viz. That the Scrips 
ture was the enely Rule of Faith, 


SR 


£uthoritatibus autem Canonice 
Scripture utitur propri8 ex neceſſita- 
te argumentando ; autoritatibus au- 
tem aliorum Doforum Eccleſia qua- 
fi arguend» ex proprits ſed probabi- 
liter. Innititur enim fides neftra 
Revelationi Apoftolis fs Prophet is 
faite, qui Cammicos libros ſcripſes 
Tunrt, non autem Revelationt ſi qua 
fuit ality Doforibus fafta. I. q. 1.4. 
8. ad 2. 


1. He makes no Proofs of matters of 
Faith to be ſufficient but ſuch as are de- 
duced from Scriptare ; and all other Ar- 

aments from Authority to be onely pro« 
Jible; nay although ſuch Perſons had par 
ticular Revelations. How can: this be 
conſiſtent with another Rule of Faith di- 
ſtin& from Scripture? For if he had ow- 
ned any ſuch, he muſt have deduced.ne-: 


ceſſary Arguments from thence, as well as-from Canon 
. cal Scriptures. But ifall other Authorities be onely.pro+ 
table, then they cannot make any thing neceſlary. to. be 


believed. 


Que igitur fidei ſunt non ſunt ten- 
tanda probart niſt per Autoritates 
his qui Autoritates ſuſcipiunt, 1. 4. 
32. &. Is Co 


Si autem ad veritatem eloquio- 
rum ſc. ſacrorum reſpicit, hoe Cy nos 
Canone utimur. Ib. 


2. He affirms, that to thoſe. who. re- 
cerve the Scriptures we are to prove no- 
thing but by the Scriptures, as matter. of 
Faith. For by Authorities he means no- 
thing but the Scriptures; as appears by 
the former place, and by what. follows, 
where he mentions the Canon of Scripture 
exprelly. | 

3- He 
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3. He aſſerts that the Articles of the Creed are all 
contained in Scripture, and are drawn out of Scripture, 


and put together by the Church onely for 
the Eaſe of the People. From hence it ne- 
neſfarily follows that the Reaſon of be- 
lieving the Articles of the Creed, is to 
be taken from the written Word and not 
from anyunpritten Tradition. For elſe 
he needed not to have been fo carefull 
to ſhew, that they were all taken out of 
Scripture. 


Dicendum quod veritas fidei in 
Sacra Scriptura diffus* contine- 
Mr—ideo fuit neceſſarium ut "ex 
fſententins Sacre Scripture aliquid 
manifeftum ſummaris colligererur , 
quod proponeretur omnibics ad cre- 
dendion; quod quidem non eft ad-= 
ditum Sacre Scripture, ſed prtins ex 


Sacra Scriptara ſumptum. 2. 2. q..Is 


as 9. 4d 


Promum. 


4 Hediſtinguiſheth the Matters of Faith in Scripture, 
ſome to be believed for themſelves, which he calls prima 


Credibilia; theſe he faith every one 35 
bound explicitly to believe ; but for other 
things he us | fea onely implicitly, or 
in a preparation of mind, to believe what- 
ever is contained in Scripture ; and then 
onely is he bound to believe explicitly 
when it is made clear to him to be con- 
tained in the Doftrine of Faith. Which 
words muſt imply the Scripture to be 
the onely Rule of Faith ; - For other- 
wiſe zmplicit Faith, muſt relateto what- 
ever is provedto be an auwritten Word, 


ad prima Credibilia, 
gue ſunt Articali fidei, tenetur homo 
cit# credere, ficut of tenetur 
habere fidem. Quantum autem ad. 
alia credibilia non tenetur homo ex< 
plicits credere, ſed ſolium implicitd, 
vel in preparatione animi in quan- 
tum paratus eft credere quicquid 
Scriptura continet ; ſed tunc ſetion 
bujuſmodi tenetur explicits credere, 
quando hoc ei conſtiterit in Dofring . 
fidei contineri, 2. 249. 2: 4 $+ Ge 


From all this it appears that Aquinas knew. nothing 
of a Traditional Rule of Faith; although he lived after 
the Lateran Council A. D. 1215. being born about nine 


years after it. 

And Bonauenture, whodied the ſame 
year with him, affirms, that nothing was 
ro beſaid, (about Matters of Faith) ut 
what i made clear out of the holy Scrip- 
Iures, 


Et nihil nobis dicendam eff, pra- 
ter ea que nobis ex Sacris Eloquiis | 
claret. Bonay. in 3 Sent. Dift.: 1s. 
Ar o-7 VO 2» 


Not. 
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Not long after them lived Henricus Gandavenfis ; and 
he delivers theſe things which are very material to our 


' purpole. 


Quid autem credimus poſterio- 
ribus circa quos non apparent 
virtutes divine, hc eſt, quia non 
predicant alia quam que tilt in 
ſcriptis certiſſims reliquerunt, que 
conſtat per medios in nullo fuiſſe vi- 
tiata ex conſenſine concord! in eis 
omnium ſuccedentium uſque ad tem- 
pora neftra. Hen. . Gandav, Sum. 
Art. ge q. 3' + 13. 2s 


I. That the Reaſon why we believe the 
Guides of the Church fince the Apoſtles, 
who work no Miracles, is, becauſe they 
preach nothing but what they have left in 
their moſt certain Writings , which are 
delivered down to us pure and uncorrupt 
by an univerſal conſent of all that ſuc- 
ceeded to our times, Where we ſee he 
makes the Scriptures to be the onely 


Certain Rule, and that we are to judge of all other Doc- 


trines by them. 


Nuia veritass ipſa in Scriptura 
194 na G& +590 mga 
emper cuft»ditur. — In perſonts au- 

4a od ware mutabilis eft &F va- 
riabils ut diſſentire fidei pyſſit mul- 
titudo illorum, (oy wel per errorem, 
vel per malitiam a fide diſcedere li- 
cet ; ſemper Eccleſia in aliquibug ju 
ſfiu ſtabit. Art. 8. 9. 1.n. 5. 


2. That Truth is more certainly pre- 
ſerved in Scripture than in the Church ; 
becauſe that u fixed and immutable, and 
men are variable, ſo that multitudes of 
them may depart from the Faith, either 
through Frroxr or Malice ; but the true 
Church will always remain in ſome righ- 
teous perſons. How then can Tradi- 


tion be a Rule of Faith equal with Scriptures, which 
depends upon the Teſtimony of Perſons who are ſo ve- 


ry fallible 2 


I might carry this way of Teſtimony on higher ſtill, 
as when Richardus de S. Vidtore faith, in the thirteenth 


Suſpeta eft mihi omnis veritas, 
quam non confirmat Scripturarum 
Audtteritss. Rich. de S., Victore, 
De Prepar. Animi ad Contempl. 
Patt. I. & 81, 


Century, that every Truth is fs pefted 
by him, which is not confirmed by Holy 
Scripture; but in ſtead of that I ſhall 
now proceed to the Canon Law, as ha- 
ving more Authority than particular 
Teſtimonies. 


AS 
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. As to the Canon Law colleted by Gratian, T do not 
Wt upon its Confirmation by Enugenius, but upon its 
univerſal Reception in the Church of Rome. And from 
thence I ſhall evidently prove that 7radition was not al- 
lowed to bea Rule of Faith equal with the Scriptures. 

Diſt. g. c.3, 4, 5,7, 8, 9, 10. The Authority and Ins 
falibility of the holy Scripture is aſſerted above all other 
Writings whatſoever ; for all other Writings are to be exa- 
mined, and men are tojudge of them as they ſee cauſe. 

Now Bel/larmin tells us, that the anwritten Word is ſo De verbs Dei 
called, mot that it always continues unwritten, but that it ** ©* 
was ſo by the firſt Authour of it. So that the unwritten 
Word dothnot depend on mere Oral Tradition, accordin 
to him, but it may be found in the Writers of the Church; <« 12, 
but the Canon Law expreſly excludes a/ other Writings, 
let them contain what they will, from being admitted 
to any Competition with Canonzcal Scripture; and there- 
fore according to that, no part of the Rule of Faith was 
contained in any other than way en Scriptures. 

Diſt. 37. c. Relatum, A man is ſuppo- Ae 0 
ſed to hore as entire and firw Rule of wn nn i Son 
Faith in the Scriptures. | veritatts ſuſcperir 

6 an. 8. q. I.C. Nec ſufficere, The S crip- Nuibus ſacris literis unica eft cre« 
tures are ſaid to be the onely Rule both dend! pariter & vivendi Reguls 
of Faith and Life. —"_ 

And the Gloſs on the Canon Law there ownsthe Scrip- 
ture to be the Rule for matters of Faith; but very plea- 
ſantly applies it tothe Clergy, and thinks Images enough 
for the Laity. | 

Cauſ. 24. q.1.c. Nonafferentes. The Scriptures are ac- 
knowledged to be the true Balance ; and that we are not 
ſo much to weigh what we find there, as to own what we find 
there already weighed. Which muſt imply the Scripture 
alone to be that Meaſure we are to truſt to, 

D 
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Diſt. 8.c.4, 5, 6, 7,8,9. It is there ſaid, that Cy- 
ftome muſt yield to Truth and Reaſon, when that is diſcove« 
red, and that for this Reaſon, becauſe Chriſt ſaid, I am Truth 
and not Cuſtome. Now, it Tradition be an Iniallible Rule 
of Faith, Cuſtome ought always to be preſumed to have 
Truth and Reaſon of us ſide. For, if we can once ſup- 
poſe a Cuſtome to prevail in the Church againſt Truth 
and Reaſon, it is impoſlible that Tradition ſhould be In- 
fallible; for what is that but Ancient Cuſtome > 

Cauſ. L1.Q. 3. c. IOT. $7 i qui preeſt. If any one 
commands what God hath forbidden, or forbids what 
God hath commanded, he is to be accarſed of all that 
love God. And if he requires any thing befides the Will 
of God, or what Gad hath evidently required in Scrip- 
ture, he is to be looked on as a falſe Witneſs of God, and 
a Sacrilegious Perſon, How can this be, if there be ano» 
ther infallible way of conveying the Will of God beſides 
the Scriptures ? 

Canſ. 2.4. q 3, C. ZOC. ew bp _ Te 
nts matters of doubt it u ſaid that men are 
CO nn ens: to fly to the Written word for ſatisfattion, 
voy enpediancer efyexrs, —_— and that it iu folly not to doe it. Tt is 
; 6, ng wel Pragalas axc- true, Mens own Fancies are oppoſed to 
aoritates, ſed ad ſeipfos recurrur. = =Seripture, but againſt Mens Fancies no 
other Rule is mentioned but that of the 

Written Word. 

Toh. 22. Extravag. c. (uia quorundamn. Tit. 14. makes 
his Appeal to Scripture in the Controverſie then on foot 
about Uſe and Property ; Dicunt nobis ubi legunt, &c. and 
he ſhews that if it were a matter of: Faith, it muſt. be con- 

tained in Scripture, either expreſly or by 
Nec quaſi hvx ſacra Scriptura co reduition ; otherwiſe the Scripture would 
zineat, quo negat? tata Scriptura ſas be no certain Rule; and by conſequence, 


cra redditur dubia; (F per conſe- : ; 
quens articuli Fidei, qui habeat per the Articles of Faith which are proved 


by 
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by Scripture, would be rendred deubt- on an, preheat relies 
ful and ancertain. | 
The Gloſſer there faith, Whence comes this conſequence 2 
and refers to another place ; where he makes it out thus ; 
that Faith can onely be proved by the Scripture, and there- | 
fore if the Authority of that be deftroyd, Faith would 775: Joh- 
be takes amay. The Roman Editors for an Anti- 6lofſ. per con- 
dote refer to Cardinal Turrecremata, who doth indeed {#n. 
ſpeak of Catholick Truths, which are not to be found in a tccl:fis, 
the Canom of Scripture; and he quotes a paſſage in the 6 4: Part 2- 
Canon Law for it under the name of Alex. 3. c. cum Mar- © ” 
the Extrav. de Celebr. Miſe. but in truth it is Inoc. 3. 
Decretad. I. 3. Tit. qt. and yet this will not prove what 
he aims at ; for the Queſtion was about the Authour of 
the Words added in the Euchariſt to thoſe of Chriſt's 
Inſtitution ; and he pleads that many of Chriſt's words 
and actions are omitted by the Evangeliſts, which the 
Apoſtles afterwards ſet down; and he inſtances in Saint 
Paul, as to thoſe words of Chriſt, 7 x more bleſſed to 
give than to receive; and ellewhere. But what is all 
this to Catholick Truths not being contained in Scrip- 
ture either in words or by conſequence 2 The Cardinal 
was here very much to ſeek, when he had nothing but 
ſuch a Teſtimony as this to produce in ſo weighty and 
ſo new a Do&rine. The beſt Argument he produces is, Turrecrem, 
a horrible blunder of Gratian's, where S. Awnſtin ſeems © * © 1%: 
to reckon the Decretal Epiſtles equal with the Scrip- 
tures, Dz/t. 19. c. in Canonicis ; which the Roman Cor- 
retors were afſtamed of, and confeſs that S. Auguſtin 
ſpeaks onely of Canonical Epiſtles in Scripture. So hard 
muſt they ſtrain, who among Chriſtians would ſet up 
any other Rule equal with the Written Word. 
4+ I proceed to prove this from the ancient Offices of 
the Roman Church. 


D 2 In 
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In the Office produced by Morinus out of the Vatican 
MS. which he faith was very ancient; the Biſhop before 
his Conſecration was asked, If he would accommodate all 
his prudence, to the beſt of his Skill, to the Senſe of Holy 
Scripture ? 

Reſp. Tes, Twill with all my heart conſent, and obey it 
in all things. ; 

Inter. Wilt thou teach the People by Word and Ex- 
ample, the things which thou learneſt out of holy Scrip- 
Fures? 

Reſp. 7 wz/. 

And then immediately follows the Zxamen about Manners. 

In another old Office of S. Victor's, there are the ſame 
Queſtions in the ſame manner. | | 

And ſo in another of the Church of Roxes lately pro- 
duced by Mabilon, which he faith was about W:Ziam 
the Conquerour's time, there is not a word about 7ra- 
ditions ; which crept into the Ordo Romanus, and from 
thence hath been continued in the Roman Pontificals. 
But it is obſervable, that the Ordo Romanus owns that 
the Examen was originally taken out of the Gallican Of- 
fices, (although it does not appear in thoſe imperfe& 
ones lately publiſhed at Rowe by Themaſfius) and there- 
fore we may juſtly ſuſpect that the additional Queſtions 
about Traditions were the Roman Interpolations, after 
it cameto be uſed in that Pontifical. 

And the firſt Office in Morinus was the true ancient 
Gallican Office. But if Tradition had been then owned 
as a Rule of Faith, it ought no more have been omit- 
ted in the ancient Offices than in the modern. 

And the ancient Writers about Eccleſiaſtical Offices 
ſpeak very agreeably to the moſt ancient Offices about 
this matter. Amalariaxs faith the Goſpel i the Fountain 
of Wiſedom ; and that the Preachers ought to prove the 

ETan. 
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Evangelical Truth out of the ſacred Books. Tjidore, rar. ge of: 
that we ought to think nothing ( as to matters of Faith) fc 1. 2. c. 23. 
but what” is contained in the two Teſtaments. Rabanus ra. maur. 
Maurus, that the knowledge of the Scriptures 4s the foun- de Inſt. Cler, 
dation and perfection of Prudence, That Truth and Wiſe- : pn 
dom are. to be tried by them; and the perfedt inſtrudti- 

on. of Life is contained in them. Our Venerable Bede peg. incant. 
agrees with them, when he ſaith, 7hat the true Teachers |. s. 
take out of the Scriptures of the old and new Teſtament noe ty” 
that which they preach : and therefore have their minds 

imployd in finding out the true meaning of them. 

5. I now come to the Fathers; wherein I am in great Vindic. of the 
meaſure prevented by: a late Diſcourſe, wherein it is Mg coy Secmny n 
large ſhewed that the Fathers made uſe of no other Rule 
but the Scriptures for deciding Controverſies ; therefore 
I ſhall take another method, which 1s to thew that thoſe 
who do ſpeak moſt advantageouſly of Tradition, did not 
intend to ſet up another AKa/e of Faith diſtin from 
Scripture. 

And here ſhall paſs over all thoſe Teſtimonies of Fa- 
thers which ſpeak either of 7raditzon before the Canon of 
Scripture, or to thoſe who did not receive it, or of the 
Tradition of Scripture it ſelf, or.of ſome Rites and Cu-- 
floms. of the Church,. as wholly impertinent. - And when o 
theſe. are cut off, there remain ſcarce any to be conſide- 
red, beſides that of Yincentius Lerinenfis, and one Te- 
ſtimony of S. Bafil. 

I begin with Yincentius Lerinenfis, who by ſome is 
thought ſo great a Favourer of Tradition ;: but he faith commmnir. r. 
not a word of it asa Rule of Faith diſtiat from Scrip- « 2- 
ture; for he aſſerts the Canon of Scripture to be ſufficient Co 
of it ſelf for af things. How can that be, if Tradition mrarum Ca- 
be a Rule of Faith diſtin& from it> He makes indeed {56 4 
Catholick Tradition the. beſt Interpreter of Scripture : ſuperg; ſuffi 
4n Cat, 
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_ and we have noreaſon to decline it in the Points in dif- 
pute between us, if Yincentius his Rules be follow'd. 
1. If Antiquity, Univerſality and Conſent be joyned. 
2. If the difference be obſerved between old Erronrs 
c. 39 and new ones. For, ſaith he, when they had length of 
time, Truth is more eafily concealed, by thoſe who are 
concerned to ſuppreſs it. And in thoſe Caſes we have 
wo other way to deal with them, but by Scripture and 
ancient Councils, And this is the Rule we profeſs to 
hold to. 
But to ſuppoſe any one part of the Church to aſſume 
to it ſelf the Title of Catholick, and then to determine 
'what is to be held for Catholick Tradition by all Mem- 
bers of the Catholick Church, is a thing in it ſelf unrea- 
ſonable, and leaves that part under an impoſſibility of 
being reclaimed. For in cafe the Corrupt Part be judge, 
we may be ſure no Corruptions will be ever owned. Y7#- 
c. 6 centius grants that Arianiſm had once extremely the ad- 
vantage in Point of Univerſality, and had many Coun- 
Cils of 1ts ſide ; if now the prevailing Party be to judge of 
Catholick Tradition, and all are bound to ſubmit to its 
Decrees without farther Examination, -as the Authour 
Of the Neceſſi- of the Guide in Controverſies ſaith wpon theſe Rules of 
oy _ Vincentius ; then I fay all men were then bound to de- 
1220" clare themfelves Arias . For if the Guides of the preſent 
Church are to be truſted and relied upon for the Dottrine 
of the Apoſtolical Church downwards; how was it poſſible 
tor any Members of the Church then to oppoſe 4r7a- 
#iſm, and to reform the Church after its prevalency ? 
2. 199 To fay t was condemned by a former Council, doth by no 
means clear the difticuky ; For the preſent Guides muſt be 
truſted, whether they were rightly condemned or not; 
and nothing can be more certain, than that they would 
be ſure to condemn thoſe who condemned them. But 


Vincens © 
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Vincentius faith, Every true Lover of Chrift preferred the 


ancient Faith tafexe the novel betraying of it; but then he 
mult chuſe thifgnerent Faith againſt the jadgment of the 
preſent Guides of the Church. And' therefore thar, 


according to YVincentius, can be no Infallible Rule of 


Faith. 

But whether the preſent Univerſality diſſents from An- 
tiquity, whoſe Judgment ſhould be ſooner taken than its 
own 2 faith the ſame Authour, This had been an excel- 
tent Argument in the mouth of Zr/aczus or Yalens at the 
Council of Ariminum ; and I do not ſee what Anſwer the 
Guide in Controverſies could have made. But both are 
Parties, and i not the Councils Judgment tobe takenrather 
than a few Oppoſers > So that, for all that I can find by 
theſe Principles, 4r:ianiſm having the greater number, 
had hard luck not to be eſtabliſhed as the Catholick 
Faith. But if in that caſe, particular Perfons were to 
judge between the New and the Old Faith, then thefame 
Reaſon will ſtill hold, unlefs the Guides of the Church 
have obtained a new Patent of Infallibility ſince that 
time. 

The great Queſtion among us, is, Where the true an- 
cient Faith is; and how we may come to find it out ? 
We are willing to follow the ancient Rules in this mat- 
ter. The Scripture is allowed to be an Infallible Rule on 
all hands; and Iam proving that Tradition was not al- 
lowed inthe ancient Church as diſtin& from it. But the 
preſent Queſtion is, how far Tradition is to be allowed 
in giving the Senſe of Scripture between us. Fincent us 
ſaith, we ought to follow it when there u Antiquity, Uni- 
verſality as Conſent : This we are willing to be tryed by. 
But here comes another Queſtion, Who is to be Judge of 
theſe? The preſent Guides of the Cathelick-Church? To 
what purpoſe then areall thoſeRules? Will they umn 

. them- 
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þ 199, themſelves? Or, as the Guide admirably faith, /f the 
preſent Univerſality be its own Judge, unhew can we think 
it will witneſs its departure from the trapdaith> And if 
it will not, what a Caſe 1s the Church in, under ſuch a 
pretended Univerſality ? 
The utmoſt ule I can ſuppoſe then, Yincentius his 
Rules can be of to us now, 1s in that Caſe which heputs 
when Corruptions and Errours have had time to take 
root and faſten themſelves ; and that is, By ax Appeal to 
Scripture and Ancient Councils. But becauſe of the charge 
of Innovation upon us, we are content to betried by his 
ſecond Rule. By the Conſent of the Fathers of greateſt Re- 
putation, who are agreed on all hands to have lived and di- 
ed in the Communion of the Catholick Church: and what 
they delivered freely, conſtantly and unanimouſly, let that 
be taken for the undoubted and certain Rule in judging be- 
tween us. But if the preſent Guides muſt come in to be 
Fudges here again, then all our labour is loſt, and Yzncen« 
tus his Rules ſignifie juſt nothing, 
Tabule Suf- The Teſtimony of S. Bafil is by Mr. White magnified 
fagial-?- 54* above the reſt, and that out of his Book de Spiritu Sautto 
above all others, to prove that the Certaiaty of Faith 
depends on Tradition; and not merely on Scripture. The 
force of it 1s faid to lye in this, that the prattice of the 
Church, in ſaying, with the holy Spirit, though not found 
zn Scripture wu to determine the Senſe of the Article of 
Faith about the*Divinity of the Holy Ghoſt. But to clear 
this place, we are to obſerve, | 
I. That S. Baſil doth not inſiſt on Tradition for the 
Proof of the Article of Faith, for he expreſly difowns it 
in that Book; 17? # not enough, faith he, 
DX TY _ aqua, im that we have it by Tradition from our 
37 Bediuslt Soranke Jnr: Fathers; for our Fathers had it from the 
0x), C14 waglvean, as wp? Wil of God in Scripture, as appears by 


thiſe 


for Traditions being a Rule of Faith. 258 
thoſe Teſtimonies 1 have ſet down already, we vir ; hr Vpagn: nagedr- 
art they took for their Foundations. No- CE RT "IM i 
thing can be plainer than that S. Baj/ 

- made Scripture alone the Foundation of Faith as to this 
Point. And no one upon all Occaſions ſpeaks more ex- 
preſly than he doth as to the Sufficiency of Scripture for De were fide, 
a Rule of Faith ; and he was too great, and too wiſe a gens 
Man to contradid himſelf. | 

2. That there were different forms of ſpeech uſed in 4ſcet-Reg-26. 
tie Church concerning the Holy Ghoſt, ſome taken our *# 5*©2*: 
of Scripture, and others received by Tradition from the _ _ . 
Fathers. When he proves the Divinity of the Holy Ghoſt * as 
he appeals to Scripture, and declares, that he would nei- 
ther think nor ſpeak otherwiſe than he found there. But c. 10. 
it was objected that the Form S. Ba! uſed was not found 
in Scripture ; he anſwers, that the equivalent is there « 21+ 
found; and that there were ſome things received by Tra- 
dition, which had the ſame force towards Piety. And 
if we take away all unwritten Cuſtoms, we ſhall doe 
wrong to the Goſpel, and leave a bare name to the Pub- 
lick Preaching. And from thence he inſiſts on ſome Tra- 
ditionary Rites, as the Sign of the Croſs, Praying to- 
wards the Eaſt, &c. His buſineſs is to ſhew that to the 
greater ſokemnity of Chriſtian Worſhip ſeveral Cuſtoms 
were obſerved in the Church, which are not to be found 
in Scripture. And if other ancient Cuſtoms were recei- 
ved which are not commanded in Scripture, he ſees no 
Reaſon that they ſhould find ſuch fault with this. And «< 29- 
this is the whole force of S. Bafi/'s Reaſoning, which can 
never be ſtretched to the ſetting up Tradition as a Rule 
of Faith diſtin from Scripture. Wo 


n 


Having thus ſhewed that there was no Catholick Tra- 
dition for this New Rule of Faith, I am now to give an 
Account how it came into the Church. 7 

E The 
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The firſt Step that was made towards it, was by the 
ſecond Council of Nice. For, although the Emperour in 
the Synodical Epiſtle propoſed to them the true ancient 
Mechod of judging in Councils, By the Books of | Scripture 
placed on a Throne in the middle of the Council ; yet they 
found, they could by no means doe their buſineſs that 
Way, and therefore as Be//armin obſerves, they ſet up 
Tradition in the 6th and 7th Seſſions, and pronounced 
Anathema's againſt thoſe who rejeted unwritten Tradi- 
tions. But although there were then almoſt as little pre- 

Richer. #5. tence for Tradition as Scripture in the matter of Images ; 

Conc. General. yet there having been a practice among them, to ſet up . 

4 L i** and to worſhip Images, ( which Richerus thinks came 
firſt into the Church from the Reverence ſhewed to the 
Emperours Statues ) they thought this the ſecureſt way 
to advancethat, which they could never defend by Scrip- 
ture. 

But this prevailed very little in the Weſtern Church, 
as is well known by the rejeAion of that Synod ; howe- 
ver Pope Hadrian joined with them, and preduced a 
wretched Tradition about Sy/vefter and Conſtantine to ju- 
ſKifie their Proceedings ; as appears by the Acts of that 
Council. And from the time that Images were received 
at Rome, the force of Tradition was magnified; and by 
degrees it came to be made uſe of to juſtifie other Prac- 
tices, for which they had nothing elſe to plead... 

Hitherto Tradition was made uſe of -for matters of 
Practice, and the Scripture. was generally received as the 
Rule of Faith ; but ſome of the Schoolmen found it im- 
poſſible to defend ſome DoQArines held in the Church of 
Rome by mere Scripture, and therefore they were forced 
to call in the Help of Tradition. The moſt remarkable. 
of. theſe was Scorus, who although in his Prologue = - 

p - erted, 
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ſerted, as is faid already, that the Scripture did ſuficient- 
ly contain all things neceſſary to ſalvation ; yet when he 
came to particular Points, he found Scripture alone would | 
never doe their buſineſs. And eſpecially as to the Sacra- 
ments of the Church, about which he ſaw the Church  . , 
of Rome then held many things which could never be Sent.Dift ths 
proved from thence. And this was the true occaſion of 
Traditions being taken in for a partial Rule. 

For after the Council of Zateran had declared ſeveral 
things to be of Faith, which were in no former Creeds, 
as Scotus confeſſes, and they were bound to defend rhem ;. ,, pip. ix. 
as Points of Faith, the Men of Wir and Subtilty, ſuch as = 15 2 
Scotus was, were very hard put to it, to find out ways 
to prove thoſe to have been old Points of Faith, which 
they knew to be very new. Then they betook them- 
ſelves to two things, which. would ſerve for a colour to 
blind the common People ; and thoſe were, 

x. That it was true, theſe things were not in Scrip- 
ture ; but Chriſt ſaid to his Diſciples, I have many things 
fo ſay unto you, &c. and among thoſe many things they 
were to believe theſe new DoQtrines to be ſome. 

2. When this would not ſerve, then they told them, 
though theſe Doctrines were not explicitly in Scripture, 
yet they were implicitly there; and the Church had au- 
thority to fetch them out of thoſedark places, and to ſet 
them in a better light. And thus Scozus helped himſelf _ 
out in that dark Point of Tranſub/ſtantiation. Firſt he at- * 13: 
tempts to make it out by Tradition , but finding that 
would not doe the buſineſs effeftually, he runs to the Au- 
thority of the Church, eſpecially in the buſineſs of Sacra- 
ments, and we are to ſuppoſe, ſaith he, that the Church 
doth expound the Scripture with the ſame Spirit which in- 
dited them. This was a brave Suppofition indeed, but he 
offers no proof of it. 
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If we allow Scots to have been the Introducer of 7ra- 
dition, as to ſome Points of Faith, yet I have made it 
appear, that his Doctrine was not received in the Schools. 

ut aſter the Council of Conſtance had declared ſeveral 
Propoſitions to be Feretical, which could not be con- 
demned by Scripture, there was found a Neceſſity of 
holding, that there were Cathelick Truths not contained 
in Scripture. The firſt Propoſition there condemned was, 
That the Subſtance of Bread and Wine remain in the Sa- 
crament of the Altar : the ſecond, That the Accidents do 
uot remain without their Subjeft >: Now how could ſuch 
as theſe be condemned by Scripture > But although one- 
ly ſome were ſaid to be Zere7zcal, yet alt were ſaid to be 
againſt Catholick Truth. But where is this Catholick Truth 
to be found 2 Cardinal C#/a»xs thought 


Scripturas eſſe ad termpus adapta= of q current ſenſe of Scripture, accordin 
tas (F varie intelleftas, ita ut uns. / fe f Pp > i'4 


rempore ſecundium eurrentem univer- T0 the Churches Occafions ; 1c that though 


falem ritum exponerentur, mutato ri= the Churches PraCtice thould bedire&tly 
m4 iterum ſententia yutaretur Cu- 


oth oy « IT uh. 4. _— 
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In NS Dahem. Epft. 2. contrary, yet the Scripture was to be 


underftood as the Church practiſed. This 

was a very plain and effeftuat way, if it had not been 

too groſs.; and therefore it was thought much better by 

Cardinal Zurrecremata, to found Catholick Verities on: 
«nwuritten Tradition, as well as on Scripture. 

After this, Leo X. in his famous Bull againſt Zwher, 


| Exurge Domine, made a farther ſtep ; for 22. Propoſition 


condemned therein, is That it is certain that it is not in 
the power of the Church or Pope to appoint new Articles of 
Faith. It ſeems then the Pope or Church have a Power 
to conſtitute new Articles of Faith ; and then neither 
Scripture nor Tradition can be the certain Rule of: Faith, 
but the Preſent Church or Pope. 

This had put an end to the buſineſs, if” it would have 


-taken ; but the World being wiſer, and the Errours and. 


Cor-. 
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Corruptions complained of not being to be defended u,, 
Scripture, Tradition was pitched upon as a ſecure Way ; 
and accordingly ſeveral attempts were made towards the 
Etting of it-up, by ſome Provincial Councils before that 
of Trent. So in the Council of Sexs, 1527. Can. 53. It 
is declared to be a pernicious Errour to receive nothing 
but what is deduced from Scripture, becauſe Chriſt de- 
ſivered many things to his Apoſtles which were never 
written. But not one thing is alledged as a matter of 
Faith ſo conveyed ; but onely ſome Rites about Sacra- 
ments and Prayer ; and yet he is declared a Heretick as 
well as Schiſmatick, who rejefts them. Indeed the Aps- 
files Creed is mentioned, but not as to the Articles con- 
tained in it, but as to the Authours of it. But what is 
there in all this that makes a man guilty of Hereſie ? 
Fod. Clifthovews, a Door of Paris, the next Year 
wrote an Explication and Defence. of this Council, but 
he miſtakes the Point ; for he runs upon 1t as if it were, 
whether alt things to be believed” and obſerved in the 
Church, were to be expreſly ſet- down in Scripture ? where- 
as a juſt conſequence out of it is ſufficient. And the grea- 
teſt ſtrength of what he faith to the purpoſe, is, chat 
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the other Opinion was condemned in the Council 'of Con-. © 


tance. 

And from no better a Tradition than this did the Coun- 
cil of Trent declare the unwritten Word to be a Rule of 
Faith equal with the Scriptures. 
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| p 199. themſelves? Or, as the Guide admirably faith, Zf the 
i preſent Univerſality be its own Judge, undhuw can we think 
bi it will witneſs its departure from the traedwith> And if 
it will not, what a Caſe 1s the Church in, under ſuch a 

F pretended Zniverſality 2 

} The utmoſt ule I can ſuppoſe then, FYincentius his 
[ Rules can be of to us now, 1s in that Caſe which he puts 
ſh when Corruptions and Errours have had time to take 
root and faſten themſelves ; and that is, By an Appeal to 
Scripture and Ancient Councils. But becauſe of the charge 
of Innovation upon us, we are content to betried by his 
ſecond Rule. By the Conſent of the Fathers of greateſt Re- 
putation, who are agreed on all hands to have lived and di- 
| ed in the Communion of the Catholick Church: and what 
l they delivered freely, conſtantly and unanimouſly, let that * 
i . be taken for the undoubted and certain Rule in judging be- 
tween us. But if the preſent Guides muſt come in to be 
Judges here again, then all our labour is loſt, and Yzucen« 
tus his Rules ſignifie juſt nothing, 
W Tabule Suſ- The Teſtimony of S. Bafil is by Mr. White magnified 
fl fag/a%-P- 54* above the reſt, and that out of his Book de Spirit Sautto 
if above all others, to prove that the Certainty of Faith 
depends on Tradition; and not merely on Scripture. The 
Il force of it is faid to lye in this, that the prattice of the 
il Church, in ſaying, with the holy Spirzt, though not found 
il in Scripture u to determine the Senſe of the Article o 
| Faith about the Divinity of the Holy Ghoſt. But to clear 
fl this place, weare to obſerve, 
il I. That S. Bafil doth not infiſt on Tradition for the 
| ; Proof of the Article of Faith, for he expreſly difowns it 


| in that Book; 7? z not exough, faith he, 
i > ws ty _ tage, im that we have it by Tradition from our 
ht m2 TEFCOV W Wlpgd 6015 aver - 

| | 38 7) xn] "4 rao; Fnox6Se- Fathers; for our Fathers had it from the 


0%), rv waglvear, as wrxps Will of God in Scripture, as appears by 
1; the 
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thoſe Teſtimonies I have ſet down already, vein vi 5 4 yoagit rage de> 
_— they took for their Foundations. No- Os Sancho _— ns 
thing can be plainer than that S. Baj/ 

. made Scripture alone the Foundation of Faith as to this 
Point. And no one upon all Occaſions ſpeaks more ex- 
preſly than he doth as to the Sufficiency of Scripture for De were fide, 
a Rule of Faith ; and he was too great, and too wiſe a ans 4s 
Man to contradid himfelt. | | 

2. That there were different forms of ſpeech uſed in Aſcer.Reg-26. 
tie Church concerning the Holy Ghoſt, ſome taken out MUS IGCIS 
of Scripture, and others received by Tradition from the _ _ _ 
Fathers. When he proves the Divinity of the Holy Ghoſt NR," 
he appeals to Scripture, and declares, that he would nei- 
ther think nor ſpeak otherwiſe than he found there. But «. 10. 
it was objected that the Form S. Bai! uſed was not found 
in Scripture ; he anſwers, that the equivalent is there © 21- 
found; and that there were ſome things received by Tra- 
dition, which had the ſame force towards Piety. And 
if we take away all unwritten Cuſtoms, we ſhall doe 
wrong to the Goſpel, and leave a bare name to the Pub- 
lick Preaching. And from thence he inſiſts on ſome Tra- 
ditionary Rites, as the Sign of the Croſs, Praying to- 
wards the Eaſt, &c. His buſineſs is to ſhew thart to the 
greater ſokemnity of Chriſtian Worſhip ſeveral Cuſtoms 
were obſerved in the Church, which are not to be found 
in Scripture. And if other ancient Cuſtoms were recei- 
ved which are not commanded in Scripture, he ſees no 
Reaſon that they ſhould find ſuch fault with this. And « 25- 
this is the whole force of S. Bafi/'s Reaſoning, which can 
never be ſtretched to the ſetting up Tradition as a Rule 
of Faith diſtin from Scripture. %” NOR 

Having thus ſhewed that there was no Catholick 'Tra- 
dition for this New Rule of Faith, I am now to give 80 
Account how it came into the Church. , 
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The firſt Step that was made towards it, was by the 
ſecond Council of Nice. For, although the Emperour in 
the Synodical Epiſtle propoſed to them the true ancient 
Mechod of judging in Councils, By the Books of | Scripture 
placed on a Throne in the middle of the Council ; yet they 
found, they could by no means doe their buſineſs that 
Way, and therefore as Be/armin obſerves, they ſet up 
Tradition in the 6th and 7th Seſſions, and pronounced 
Anathema's againſt thoſe who rejected unwritten Tradi- 
tions. But although there were then almoſt as little pre- 
tence for Tradition as Scripture in the matter of Images ; 
yet there having been a practice among them,' to ſet up . 
and to worſhip Images, ( which Richerzus thinks came 
firſt into the Church from the Reverence ſhewed to the 
Emperours Statues ) they thought this the ſecureſt way 
to advance that, which they could never defend by Scrip- 
ture. 

But this prevailed very little in the Weſtern Church, 
as is well known by the rejeftion of that Synod ; howe- 
ver Pope Hadrian joined with them, and preduced a 
wretched Tradition about Sy/veſter and Conſtantine to ju- 
ſtifie their Proceedings ; as appears by the Acts of that 
Council. And from the time that Images were received 
at Rome, the force of Tradition was magnified-; and by 
degrees it came to be made uſe of to juſtifie other Prac-. 
tices, for which they had nothing elſe to plead... 

Hitherto Tradition was made uſe of -for matters of 
Practice, and the Scripture was generally received as the 
Rule of Faith ; but ſome of the Schoolmen found it im- 
poſſible to defend ſome Dodrines held in the Church of 
Rome by mere Scripture, and therefore they were forced 
to call in the Help of Tradition. The moſt remarkable. 
of. theſe was Scotus, who although 1n his Prologue » - 

4 D erted, 


for Traditions being a Rule of Faith. 27 
ſerted, as is ſaid already, that the Scripture did ſuficient- 
ly contain all things neceſſary to ſalvation ; yet when he 
came to particular Points, he found Scripture alone would 
never doe their buſineſs. And eſpecially as to the Sacra- 
ments of the Church, about which he ſaw the Church —_ 
of Rome then held many things which could never be prone" ape 
proved from thence. And this was the true occaſion of 
Traditions being taken in for a partial Rule. 

For after the Council of Zateran had declared ſeveral 
things to be of Faith, which were in no former Creeds, 
as Scotus confeſſes, and they were bound to defend rhem , ,. pip, x. 
as Points of Faith, the Men of Wir and Subtilty, ſuch as = 15 2 
Scotus was, were very hard put to it, to find out ways 
to prove thoſe to have been old Points of Faith, which 
they knew to be very new. Then they betook them- 
ſelves to two things, which. would ſerve for a colour to 
blind the common People ; and thoſe were, 

x. That it was true, theſe things were not in Scrip- 
ture; but Chriſt ſaid to hu Diſciples, I have many things 
to ſay unto you, &c. and among thoſe many things they 
were to believe theſe new Doctrines to be ſome. 

2. When this would not ſerve, then they told them, 
though theſe DoQtrines were not explicitly in Scripture, 
yet they were implicitly there; and the Church had au- 
thority to fetch them out of thoſedark places, and to ſet 
them in a better light. And thus Scozus helped himſelf 
out in that dark Point of 7Tranſub/tantiation. Firſt he at- * 13: 
tempts to make it out by Tradition , but finding that 
would not doe the buſineſs effectually, he runs to the Au- 
thority of the Church, eſpecially in the buſineſs of Sacra- 
ments, and we are to ſuppoſe, ſaith he, that the Church 
doth expound the Scripture with the ſame Spirit which in- 
dited them. This was a brave Suppefition indeed, but he 
offers no proof of it. 
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If we allow Scetus to have been the Introducer of 77a- 
dition, as to ſome Points of Faith, yet I have made it 
appear, that his Doctrine was not received in the Schools. 

ut aſter the Council of Conſtance had declared ſeveral 
Propoſitions to be Feretical, which could not be con- 
demned by Scripture, there was found a Neceſlity of 
holding, that there were Cathelick Truths not contained 
in Scripture. The firſt Propoſition there condemned was, 
That the Subſtance of Bread and Wine remain in the Sa- 
crament of the Altar : the ſecond, That the Arcidents do 
uot remain without their Subjef : Now how could ſuch 
as theſe be condemned by Scripture > But although one- 
ly ſome were ſaid to be Zere7zical, yet all were ſaid to be 
againſt Catholick Truth. But where is this Catholick Truth 
to be found 2 Cardinal C#/azvs thought 
Scripturas eſſe rg adapta- of a current ſenſe of Scripture, accor ing 
EN corenem univer- to the Churches Occaftoxs ; 1c that though 
'-. +01 tk - the Churches 7m or en bedire&t 'y 
_—— " contrary, yet the Scripture was to 
4; _ m—_ r ated -n the Church praiſed. This 
was a very plain and effeftuat way, if it had not been. 
too groſs.; and therefore it was thought much better by 
Cardinal Zurrecremata, to found Catholick Verities on: 
«nwritten Tradition, as well as on Scripture. 
After this, Leo X. in his famous Bull againſt Zwher, 
_ Exurge Domine, made a farther ſtep ; for 22 Propoſition 
condemned therein, is That it is certain that it is not in 
the power of the Church or Pope to appoint new Articles of 
Faith. It ſeems then the Pope or Church have a Power 
to conſtitute new Articles of Faith ; and then neither 
Scripture nor Tradition can be the certain Rule of: Faith, 
but the Preſent Church or Pope. LE 

This had put an end to the buſineſs, if' it would have 

-taken ; but the World being wiſer, and the Errours _ 
| __ 


for Traditions being a Rule of Faith.” 

Corruptions complained of not being to be defended by 
Seripture, Tradition was pitched upon as a ſecure Way ; 
and accordingly ſeveral attempts 'were made towards the 
Etting of it-up, by ſome Provincial Councils before that 
of: Trent. So in the Council of Sexs, 1527. Can. 53. It 
is declared to be a pernicious Errour to receive nothing 
but what is deduced from Scripture, becauſe Chriſt de- 
livered many things to his Apoſtles which were never 
written. But not one thing is alledged as a matter of 
Faith ſo conveyed ; but onely ſome Rites about Sacra- 
ments and Prayer; and yet he is declared a Heretick as 
well as Schiſmatick, who rejes them. Indeed the Apo- 
files Creed is mentioned, but not as to the Articles con- 
tained in it, but as to the Authours of it. But what is 
there in all this that makes a man guilty of Hereſie > 

Fod. Clifthoveus, a Dodtor of Paris, the next Year 
wrote an eos 0 and Defence. of this Council, but 
he miſtakes. the Point ; for he runs upon it as if it were; 
whether alt things to be believed” and obſerved in the 
Church, were to be expreſly ſet- down in Scripture ? where- 
as a juſt conſequence out of it is ſufficient. And the grea- 
teſt ſtrength of what he faith to the purpoſe, is, that 


the other Opinion was condemned in the Conncil'of Con-. © 


tance. 

And from no better a Tradition than this did the Coun- 
cil of Trent declare the unwritten Word to be a Rule of 
Faith equal with the. Scriptures. 


_ VT. About: 
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No Catholick Tradition for the 


IT. About the Canon of Scripture, defined by the 
Council of Treat. 


This'is declared by the Council of Trent, Sefſ. 4. and 
therein the Books of Tobias, Judith, Wiſedom of Solo 
mon, Eccle/taſticus, Maccabees and Baruch are received 
for Canonical, with the rwenty two Books in the Zebrew Ca- 
#0n, and an Anathema is denounced againſt thoſe who do 
not. And preſently it adds, that hereby the World might 
ſee what Authorities the Council proceeded on for conſ.r ming 
matters of Faith as well as reforming manners. 

Now to ſhew that there was no Catholick Tradition 
for the ground of this Decree, we are to obſerve, 

1. That theſe Canonical Bocks are not ſo called in a. 
large ſenſe for ſuch as have been uſed or read in the 
Church ; but in the ſtridt ſenſe for ſuch as are a good 
Foundationto build matters of Faith upon. 

2. That theſe Books were not ſo received by all even 
in the Council of Trent. For what is received by virtue 
of a Catholick Tradition, muſt be univerſally received by 
the Members of. But that ſo it was not appears by 

Viſt. of the The account given by both the Hiſtorians. F. Paul faith, 
Council of Tr. that in the Congregation there were two different Opinions 
"#Þ: 154 of thoſe who were for a particular Catalogue ; one was to 
diſtinguiſh the Books into three parts, the other to make 

all the Books of equal authority ; and that this latter was 

carried by the greater number. Now if this were a Ca- 

tholick Tradition, how was it poſſible for the Fathers 

| of the Council to divide about it 2 And Cardinal 

pid. 1.6, Pallavicini himſelf faith, that Bertanus and Seripandus 
c 11-p«4+ propounded the putting the Books into ſeveral Claſſes, 
feme to be read for Piety, and others to copfirm Dottrines 

of Faith ; and that Cardinal Seripando wrote a moſt _— 

ne 
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ned Book to that purpoſe. What ! againſt a Catholick 
Tradition ? It ſeems, he was far from believing it to 
be ſo. And he confeſſes, that when they came to the yg, 
Anathema, the Legats and twenty Fathers were for it ; 
Madrucci and fourteen were againſt it, becauſe ſome Ca- 
tholicks were of another opinion. Then certainly, they 
knew no Catholick Tradition for it. ' WH 

Among theſe Cardinal Cajetan is mention'd, who was, 
ſaith Pafavicini, ſeverely rebuked for it by Melchior Ca- 
nus ; but what is that to the. Tradition of the Church ? 
Canus doth indeed appeal to the Council of Carthage, can. 
Tanocentius I. and the Council of Florence ; but this doth Theol. 1. 2. 
not make up a Catholick Tradition againſt Cajetan; who © ** 
declares that he follows S. Ferom, who caſt thoſe Books cajer. in &c-- 
out of the Canon with Reſpect to Faith. And he anſwers {ef- fine. 
the Arguments brought on the other ſide, by this di- 44 ener 
ſtinion, that they are Canonical for Edification, but not c 10. ad fin. 
for Faith. If therefore Canus would have contuted Ca- 
jetan he ought to have proved that they were owned 
for Canonical in the latter Senſe. Cajetan in his Epiſtle 
to Clemens VII. before the Hiſtorical Books, owns the 
great Obligation of the Church to S. Ferom for diſtin- 
guiſhing Canonical and Apocryphal Books; and ſaith, that 
he hath freed it from the Reproach of the Jews, who ſaid 
the Chriſtians made Canonical Books of the Old Teſtament 
which they knew nothing of. And this was an Argu- 
ment of great conſequence ;. but Canw takes no notice - 
of it, and it fully anſwers his Objeftion, that men could - 
not know what Books were truly Canonical, viz. fuch as . 
were of divine inſpjration, aud ſo received by the Fews. 
Catharinus ſaith, 1n\Anſwer.to Cajetan, that the Fews Ann. in Ca-- 
had one Canon, and the Church another. But how comeg X** 1 2-57: 
the Canon to be received as of divine Inſpiration which 
was not ſo received among the. Jews ? This were e- re- 
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ſolve all into the Churches »/piration and not into 7ra- 
dition. | 


De Verb. Dei, Belarmin grants, that the Church can by no means make 
L. 1.6 11- a Book Canonical which is not ſo, but onely declare what us 


Jul. Ruger. 
# libris Ca- than the People ; and as to the other, the cauſe of Tra- 


nonas,Þ. 89+ Jition is plainly given us. And in truth he refolves all 


p. 41s 


Canonical, and that, not at pleaſure ; but from ancient Te- 
ſtimonies, from fimilitude of ſtyle with Books uncontrovert- 
ed, and the general Senſe and Taſte of Chriſtian People. 
Now the Cafe here relates to Books not firſt written to 
Chriſtians, but among the Fews, from whom we receive 
the-Oracles of God committed to them. And if the Jews 
never believed theſe Books to contain the Oracles of God 
in them, how can the Chriſtian Church embrace them 
for ſuch, unleſs it aſſumes a Power to, make, and not 
merely to declare Canonical Books ? For he grants we 
have no Teſtimony of the Jews for them. : 

But Catharizus himſelf cannot deny that S. Jerom 
ſaith, that althouzh the Church reads thoſe Books, yet it 
doth not receive them for Canonical Scriptures. And he 
makes a pitifull Anſwer to it. For he confeſſes, that 
the Church taken for the Body of the Faithfull did nit 
receive them ; but as taken for the Governours it did, 
But others grant that they did receive them no more 


at laſt into the opinion of the Popes: Zrnocentius, Gelaftus 
and Euzenius 4. But we are obliged to him for letting 
us know the Secret of ſo much zeal'for theſe 4pocryphal 


i Books, viz. that they are of great force againſt the Here- 
' ricks, for Purgatory is no where ſo expreſly mention'd as in 


the Maccabees. If it had not been for this, S. Ferom 
and Cajetan might have eſcaped Cenſure, and the Jewifh 
Canon had been ſufficient. 
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But to ſhew, that there hath been no Catholick Tra- 
dition about the Tridentine Canon, 1 ſhall prove theſe 
two things: 

7. That there hath been a conſtant Tradition againſt it 
in the Eaſtern Church. + 

2. That there never was a conſtant Tradition for it in 
the Weſtern Ghurch. | 

I. That there hath been a conſtant Tradition againſt it 
in the Eaſtern Church , which received the Fewiſh Canon, 
without the Books declared Canonical by the Council of 
Trent. We have very early Evidence of this in the Te- 
ſtimony of Melito, Biſhop of Sards, who lived not long 
after the middle of the 2d. Century, and made it his 
buſineſs to enquire into this matter, .and he delivers but Euſeb. 1. 4. 
22 Books of the Old Teſtament. The ſame is done by Orz- © 35: 
gen in the next, who took infinite Pains, as Euſebius 1.6. c. 25. 
faith, in ſearching after the Copies of the Old Teſtament. phitacal, c. 3: 
And theſe Teſtimonies are preſerved by Euſebius in the 
following Century : and himſelf declares, 
that there was no ſacred Book among the Euſcb. Demonſtr. l. 8. p. 368. 
Jews from the time of Zorobabel; which chronic. Gr. p. 192. 
cuts off the Books canonized by the | | 
Council of 7rey?. In the ſame Age we | 
have the Teſtimonies of Athanaſius, St. Athanal. Ep. 29. Cyril. Catech. 4. 
Cyril of Feruſalem, Epiphanius, S. Baſil, Bl. in drag tcAary = 
S. Gregory Nazzanzene, Amphilochius and Greg. Nazianzen. in Carm. 
S. Chryſoſtom : It is not to be imagined ACTI 
that a 7radition ſhould be better atteſted 
in one Age than this was, by ſo conſiderable Men in dif- 
ferent Churches, who give in the Teſtimony of all thoſe 
Churches they belonged to. And yet beſides theſe we 
have'in that Age a concurrent Teſtimony of a Council of 
Biſhops at Zaodicea, from ſeveral Provinces of Afra; and Conc. Laodi- 
which is yet more, this Canes of theirs was received into © © 5% 


the 
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the Code of the Catholick Church; and fo owned by the 
Council of Chalcedon, which by its firſt Canon gives Au- 
thority ro it. And Fuftinian allows the force of Laws 
Nixel. 131. to the Canons which were either made or confirmed by 
the four General Ceuncils. But it 1s the point of Traditi- 
ca Famupon; and therefore Fuſtinian's Novel may at leaſt 
be a ſironz; Evidence of that in the 6th Century : In the 
Leone. de 7th, Zeontivs gives his own Teſtimony, and that of 7he. 
4. 1s me odorus. In the 8th, Damaſcen expreſly owns the Hebrew 
Fide, lib. 4. Canon of 22 Bodks , and excludes by name ſome of the. 
aha 1 Books made Canmical at Trent. In the gth we have the: 
Niceph Chr Teſtimony of Nicephorus, Patriarch of Conſtantinople, if 
F2':P-4'5* he be the Authour of the Laterculus, at the end of his 
Chrczography ; but 1t he be not, he muſt be an Authour 
Anaftaf. lift. of that Age , being tranſlated by Anaſtaſins Bibliotheca- 
4, '«; Oh rias, In the 12th. Balſamon and Zonaras refer to the 
27. Carthag. Council of Laodicea, and the Greek Fathers. In the r 4th. 
Hd. ”" Nicephorus Caliſthus reckons but 22 Books of the Old Te- 
Metroph. ftament. And in this Age, we have the clear Teſtimony 
ed &7- of Metrophanes, (afterwards Patriarch of Alexandria ) 
Phil. Cyprii Who ſaith , #here are but 22 Canonical Books of the Old 
Cd” Teſtament ; but the reſt, i. e. Tobit, Fudith, Wiſedom, Ec 
p 458 Clefiaſticus, Baruch and Machabees are uſefall , and there- 
fore not wholly to be rejetted, but the Church never recei- 
ved them for Canonical and Anthentical, as appears b 'y 
many Teſtimonies, as, among others, of Gregory the Divine, 
Amphilochius avd Damafcen: and therefore we never 
prove matters of Faith out of them. | 
2. Let usnow compare this 7radition with that of the 
Weſtern Church for the New Canon of Trent. It cannot be 
denied, that Iunocentins 1. and Ge/afius did enlarge the Ca- 
non , and took in the 4pocryphal Books ( unleſs we call 
in queſtion the Writings under their Names ; ) but gran- 
tivg them genuine, I ſhall ſhew that there is no — 
rifon 
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riſon between this ZTrad;tionand that of the Eaſtern Church, 
and therefore there could be no poſſible Reaſon for the 
Council of Trent to make a Decree for this Tradition, and 
to anathematize all who did not ſubmit to it. For, 
r. This Tradition was not «univerſally received at that 

time. [nnocentius his Epiſtle is ſuppoſed to be written 
A.D. 405. Was the Weſtern Church agreed before or af- 
ter about this matter? This Epiſtle was written to Eru- 
perius, a Gallican Biſhop, ({ to whom St. Jerom dedicated 
his Commentaries on Zechariah, ) but now it unluckily 
falls out, that the Tradition of the Gallican Church was A 
contrary to this ; as appears by S. Zlary, ( who could ;jn prin, © 
not be ignorant of it , being a famous Biſhop of that 
Church ) and he tells us, there were but 22 Canonical 
Books of the Old Teſtament. I confeſs he faith, ſome were 
for adding Tobit and Judith, but it is very obſervable 
that he fair, that the other Account is moſt agreeable to 
ancient Tradition , which is a mighty Argument againſt 
Hanocentius , who brings no Tradzion to juſtific his Ca- * 4 
non. When St. Auguſtin produced a Place out of the &*,5'- _ 
Book of Wiſedem, the Divines of Marſeiles rejeted it ; 
becauſe the Book was not Canonical : Therefore in that 
time /znocent's Canon was by no means received-in the 
Gallican Church ; for by it this Book was made Canonical, 
But S. Ferom, who had as much learning as Pope Innocent, F'%e- Gal. . 
vehemently oppoſed this New Canon more than once or _ we” 
ten times ; and not onely ſpeaks of the Fewz/þ Canon, but Pauly Euff. 
of the Canon of the Church. The Church, faith he, reads ——— 
the Books of Tobit, Judith avd Machabees, but the Church 
doth not receive them among Canonical Scriptures. What 
Church doth he mean? Not the Synagogue certainly. Pope 
Innocent ſaith, Thoſe Books are to be recerved into the Ca- 
non ; S. Ferom ſaith , the Church doth not receive them, 

but that they are to be caſt out; Where is the —_ 
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of Tradition to be found 2 If Zunocent were in the right, 
S. Ferom was foully miſtaken, and in plain terms belied - 
the Church. But how is this conſiſtent with the Saznr- 
ſhip of St. Ferem > Or with common diſcretion if the 
Church did receive thoſe Books for Canonical 2 For e- 
very one could have diſproved him. And it required 
no great Judgment or deep Learning to know what 
Books were received, and what not. If S. Ferom were 
ſo miſtaken ( which it is very hard to believe) how 
came Ryfinus not to obſerve his errours and oppoſition 
to the Church? Nay, how came Rufinas himſelf to 
fall into the very ſame prodigious miſtake 2 For he not 
onely rejects the controverted Books out of the Canon , 
Ruffin. i= but faith, he follow'd the ancient Tradition therein. What 
S1nb, 24 account can be given of this matter > If Junocent's Tra- 
; dition were right, theſe men were under a groſs Delu- 
ſion ; and yet they were learned and knowing Perſons , 
and more than ordinarily converſant in the Dodtrines and 

Traditions of the Church. | | 
2. This Opinion was not received as a 7rad7tion of 
the Church afterwards. For, if it had been, how could 
Greg. Moral. Gregory T. reje& the Book of Machabees out of the Ca- 
'n Job. 7-15* zo , When two of his Predeceſſours took it in ? It is 
ſomewhat hard , to ſuppoſe one Pope to contradict two 
of his Predeceſſours about the Canon of Scripture ; yet I 
ſee not how to avoid it ; nor how it 1s conſiſtent with 
the Conſtancy of Tradition , much leſs with the pretence 
WW Tfallibility. He did no: merely doubt, as Canus would 
ad 4. have it thought , but he plainly excludes them out of the 
Cath, a C#- Canon. Catharinus thinks he follow'd S. Jerom. What 
in Obfat. then? Doth this exclude his contradiQting his Prede- 
P. 3022 ceſſours? Or was S. Ferom's Judgment above the Pope's? 
But it was not S. Gregory alone who contradicted the 
former Popes Canon; tor it was not received either in 
| Italy 
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Ztaly, Spain, France, Germany or England; and yet no 
doubt it was a very Catholick Tradition. 

Not in /taly; for there Caſodore, a learned and de- * 
vout Man in the next Century to them , gives an ac- 
count of the Canon of Scripture, and he takes not any 
notice either of /mocent or Gelaſus. He firſt ſets down 
the Order of Scripture according to S. Ferom ; and then par rap | 
according to S. Auguſtin ; and inthe laſt place, accor- c_ = 
ding to the old Tranſlation and the LXX. and where 12,-13, 14- 
himſelf ſpeaks of the Apocryphal Books before, he follows « 6 
S. Jerom's Opinion, that they. were written rather for 
manners than Daitrine. He confeſſes there was a diffe- 
rence about the Canon ; but he goes about to excuſe it. 
But what need that if there were a Catholick Tradition 
then in the Church concerning it, and that inforced b 
two Popes ? | 

But it may-yet ſeem ſtranger, that even in /aly, oneca- 
nonized for a Saint by Clemens VII. ſhould follow 'S. Fe- - 
rom's Opinion in this matter , viz. S. Antoninus, Biſhop $yn nh. 
of Florence. Who ſpeaking of Eccleſtaſticus received in- P. 1. Tit. 3+ 
to the Canon of the two Popes, he faith, 7# zs onely re- © ® 
ceived by the Church to be read, ani is not authentick to 
prove any thing in matters of Faith. He that writes 
Notes upon him , faith , that he folows S. Jerom, and 
muſt be underſtood of the Eaſtern Church ; for the Weſtern 
Church always receiv'd theſe Books into the Canon. But he 
ſpeaks not one word of the Eaſtern Church ; and by the 
Church he could underſtand nothing but whathe accoun- 
ted the Catholick Church. Canaus allows Antoninus to _ ——_— 
have rejefed theſe Books ; but he thinks the matter not ſ@« ©} 
clear, but then they might doubt concerning it. Then 
there was no ſuch Evidence of 7radition to convince 
men. But Antoninus hath preſerved the Judgment of a Part. 3: Ti 
greater man concerning theſe Books. even Thomas Aqui- 1,4 5 
nas 
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as, Who in 2. 24* he ſaith, denied theſe Books to have 
ſuch authority as to prove any matter of Faith by them - 
which 1s directly contrary to the Council of ee, If 
this paſſage be not now to be found in him, we know 
whom to blame for it. If Antoninus ſaw it there, we 
hope his word may be taken for it. Tr 

Eur.in Adair. In Spain, we have for the Hebrew Canon the Teſti- 


_ _ monies of Paulus Burgenfis, Toſtatus , and Cardinal X+- 
BR... | 

1d 16s Pe. In France, of Viftorinus, Agebardus, Radulphus Fla- 

9: Is 2. viacenſis , Petrus Cluniacenſis, Hugo de $, Vittore, and 

" 1 pak Richard de S. Vifttore, Lyra and others. | 


In Germany, of Rabanus Maurus , Strabus , Rupertus, 
Elermannus Contractus and others. 

In England, of Bede, Alcvin, Sarisburienſis, Ockam, 
Waldenfis and others. Whom I barely mention, becauſe 
their Teſtimonies-are at large in Biſhop Cofins his Schola- 
ftical Hiſtory of the Canon of Scripture, and no man hath 
yet had the hardineſs to undertake that Book. 

Theſe I think are ſufficient to ſhew there was no Ca- 
tholick Tradition for the Decree of the Council of 7rext 
about the Canon of Scripture. 


I now proceed to ſhew on what pretences and colours it 
came in, and by what degrees and {ſteps it advanced. 

I. The firſt ſtep was, the Eſteem which ſome of the 
Fathers expreſled of theſe Books in quoting of paſſages 
out of them. . We do not deny that the Fathers did tre- 
quently cite them : even thoſe who expreſly rejected 
them from being Canonical, and not as ordinary Books, 
but as ſuch as were uſefull to the Church, wherein ma- 
ny wiſe Sayings and good Actions are recorded. But 
the many Quotations the Fathers do make out of them is 
the on-ly plauſible pretence which thoſe of the _— 
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of Rome have to defend the putting them into the Canon, 
as appears by BeJarmin and others. The Book of 7obit, 
they: tell us, is mentioned by S. Cyprian, S. Ambroſe , 
St. Baſil, and St. Auguſtin. Of Fudith by St. Ferom who 
mentions a Tradition that it was allowed in the Council of 
Nice; but certainly S. Ferom never believed it, when he 


declares it to be Apocryphal, and not ſufficient to prove . 


any matter of Faith. "The Book of Wiſedom by S.Cypri- 
an, S. Cyril and S. Auguſtin. Ecclefraſticus by Clemens 
Alexandrinus , S. Cyprian , Epiphanius, S. Ambroſe and 
S. Auguſtin. The Machabees by Tertullian, Cyprian, Cle- 
mens Alexandrinus, Origen, Euſebius, S. Ambroſe, S. Au- 
guſtin. But all theſe Teſtimonies onely prove that they 
' thought ſomething in thoſe Books worth alledging, but 
not that they judged the Books themſelves Canonical. 
And better Arguments from their Citations might be 
brought for the Books of the $7hy/s than for any ot theſe. 
We are not then to judge of their Opinion of Canonical 
Books by bare Citations, but by their declared Judgments 
about them. 

2. The next ſtep was , when they came to be read in 
Churches; but about this there was no certain Rule. For 
the Councils of Laodicea and Carthage differed chiefly up- 
on this Point. The former decreed, That none but Canc- 
nical Scripture ſhould be read under the Name of HolyWri- 


tings ; and ſets down the names of the Canonical Books . 


then to be read, ( and ſo leaves out the Apocalypſe.) The 
latter from their being read, inferr'd their being Canonical ; 
for it agrees with the other, that none but Canonical ſhould 
be _ 

up with the Canonzcal Broks; for fo the Canon concludes, 
We have received from our Fathers that theſe Books are 
to be read in Churches, 


But - 


, and becauſe theſe were read , it reckons them 
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But the Council of Carthage was not peremptory in 
this matter ; but defired it might be referred to Boniface 
and other Biſhops beyond the Seas : Which ſhews that 
here was no Decree abſolutely made, nor any Certainty 
of Tradition; for then to what purpoſe ſhould they ſend 
to other Churches to adviſe about it ? | 

3- When they came to be diſtinguiſhed from Apocry- 
phal Writings. Whence thoſe who do not conſider the 
Reaſon of it, conclude them to have been Canonical. But 
ſometimes Apocryphal ſignified ſuch Books as were not 
in the Canon of Faith, as in the Authours before mentio- 
ned ; ſometimes ſuch Books which were ot allowed to be 
aſed among Chriſtians. This diſlintion we have in Ruf- 
finus, who ſaith there are three ſorts of Books; Canonical, 
as the 22 of the Old Teſtament ; Eccleftaſtical, of which 
ſort he reckons Wiſedom, Ecclefraſticas, Tobit, Fudith and 
Machatees, and theſe he faith were permitted to be read in 
Churches, but no Argument could be brought out of 
them for matter of Faith, Apocryphal are ſuch which 
by no means were permitted to be read. And thus 7nno- 
centius his words may well be underſtood : For he con- 
cludes with ſaying, that other Writings were not oxely to 
be rejetted , but to be condemned. And fo his meaning 
15 to diſtinguiſh them from ſuch counterfeit Divine Wri- 
tings as were then abroad. For theſe were not to be 
wholly rejected, and in that large ſenſe he admits them 
into the.Cavon, taking, Eccleftaſtical Writings which were 
read in Churches into that number. And in this ſenſe 
S. Auguſtin uſed the Word Apocryphal, when the Book 
of Enoch is fo called by him, and ſuch other counterfezt 
Writings under the Names of the Prophets and Apoſtles; 
but £ltewhere he diſtinguiſhes between the Canonical 
Books of Salomon, and thoſe which bear his Name ; which 
he ſaith zhe more learned know not 'to be his, but the We- 
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flern Church had of old owned their Authority. But in the 
caſe of the Book of Enoch, he appeals to the Canon, which 
was kept in the Fewiſh Temple; and ſo falls in with S. Fe- 
rom; and he confeſſes it is hard to juſtifie the Authority 
of thoſe which are not in the Hebrew Canon, Of the 
Machabees he faith , It is diſtinguiſhed from the Writings 
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* called Canonical ; but it is received by the Church as ſuch. c. 36. 


What ! to confirm matters of Faith? No. But for the 
glorious ſufferings therein recorded; and elſewhere he ſaith, 
zt is uſefull, if it be ſoberly read. S. Auguſtin knew very 
well that all Books were not received alike ; and that 
many were received in ſome parts of the Weſtern Church 
from the old Tranſlation out of the L.XX, which were 
not received in the Eaſtern ; and therefore in his Books 
. of Chriſtian Doftrine hegives Rules in judging of Canonical 
Books ; to follow the Authority of the greateſt Number of 


C. Gauderut, 


De Dor. l.z. 
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\ Catholick Churches , eſpectally the Apoſtolical ; and that- 


thoſe which were received by all, ſhould be preferred be- 
fore thoſe which were onely received by ſome. But he very 
well knew, that the Hebrew Canon was univerſally re- 
ceived, and that the controverted Books were not ; and 
therefore, according to his Rule, theſe could never be of 
Equal Authority with the other. 

4 When the Roman Church declared that it received 
the controverted Books into the Canoy. This is faid to 
have been done by Gelaftus, with his Synod of LAX Bi- 
ſhops, ( and yet it is hard to underſtand how Gregory ſo 
ſoon after ſhould contradi&t it. ) The Title of it in the 
old MS. produced by Chiffletzus , and by him attributed 
to Hormiſdas , is, The Order of the Old Teſtament which 
the holy Catholick Roman Church receives and honours is 
this. But whether by Gelafius , or Hermiſdas, I cannot 
underſtand, why ſuch a Decree as this ſhould not be put 
into the old Rowan Code of Canons, if it had been then 
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made. That there was ſuch a one appears by the Copies 
of it in the Vatican, mentioned by the Rowan Corretors 
of Gratian, and by mention of it by the Canon $7 Roma- 
norum, Diſt.19. and De Libellis, Diſt. 20. and by the lat- 
ter we,underitand what Canons of Councils and Decrees 
of Popes are in it, among whom are both Ge/a/tus and 
#Tormiſdas. This they agree to be the fame with that 
publiſhed by Wendel/tin at Mentz, 1525. The Epiſtle 
of Tnocentius to Exuperius with the Canon 1s there publi- 
ſhed ; but not the other ; and ſo is the Canon of the 
Council of Carthage ; but that of Laodicea is cut off; and 
ſo they are in that publiſhed by Diony/ftus Exiguus and 
Queſnell, ( Juſtellus his ancient Copy was wmperfet 
there, ) but both theſe Canons being in the Rowan Code, 
are an- Argument to me, that the controverted Books were 
received by the Remax Church at that time; but in fuch 
a manner, that S. Ferow's Prologues ſtill ſtood in the val- 
gar Latin Bible, with the Commentaries of Lyra , and: 
Additions of Burgenfis , which were ſtiff for the Zebrew 
Canon ; -and S. Ferom's Authority prevailed more than the 
Pope's, as appears fully by what hath been already pro- 
duced. | . 

5. To advance the Authority of theſe Books one ſtep 
higher, Eugenius IV. declared them to be Part of the. Ca- 
201 in the InſtruCtion given. to the Armenians. Which the 
Roman Writers pretend to have been done in the Coun- 
cil of Florence : But Naclantus Biſhop of Chtioza, in the 
Council of Zrext, as Pallavicini faith-, denied that: any 
ſuch Decree was made by the Council of Florence; becanſe 
the laſt Seſſion of it ended 1439. and'that Decree was ſigned 
Feb. 4- 1441. To this the Legat replied, that this was 
a miſtake occaſioned by Abraham. Cretenſis, who publiſhed 
the Latin verſion of it , oxely till' the Greeks departure ; 
but the Council continued three years longer, as- | loans 4 

: | the- 
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the Extrats of Auguſtinus Patricius , ſince publiſhed in 
the Tomes of the Councils. But he never mentions the 
Canon of Scripture ; however, becauſe Cervinus affirnis 
that he ſaw the Original ſigned by the Pope and Cardi- 
nals, we have no reaſon to difpute it. But then it ap- 
pears how very little it ſignified, when Antoninus the Bi- 
ſhop of Florence == it , and Cardinal X7menes and 
Cardinal Cajeran lighted it, and all who embraced the 
. Council of Bafl looked on Exgenins his Decree as void ; 
and after all , that very Decree onely joins the Apocry- 
phal Books in the ſame Canon, as the Council of Carthage 
had done; but it was reſerved as the peculiar Honour 
of the Council of Trent to declare #hat Matters of Faith 
might be proved ont of them, as well as out of any Canoni- 
cal Scriptures. 


111. About the Free Ufe of the Scripture in the 
vulgar Language, phibiten by the Connctl of 
Trent. | 

To underſtand the Senſe of the Council of 7rext in this 

matter, we muſt conſider ; | 

I. That it declares the vulgar Latin to be Authentick 

1. e. that no man under any pretence ſhall dare to preſume 
to rejedt it. Suppoſe the pretence be that it differs from 
. the Original; no matter for that, he muſt not reje that 
which the Council hath declared Authentick, i. e. 401g 
the Latin Editions. But ſuppoſe a Man finds other La- 


tin Tranſlations truer in ſome parts, becauſe they agree 
more with the Original Text, may he therein reject - 


the vulgar Latin? By no means, if he thinks himſelf 
bound to adhere to the Council of Trent. But the Coun: 
cil ſuppoſes it to agree with the Original. And we muſt 
believe the Council therein. This is indeed the meaning 


of 


43 


44 


SUM, Is Q« Is 
= wa 


No Catholick Tradition 


of the Council as far as I can judge. But what Catholic 
Tradition was there for this 2 Tes for a thouſand years af- 
ter Gregory's time. But this is not Antiquity enough to 
found a Catholick Tradition upon. If there were no more 
than a thouſand from Gregory, there were ſix hundred paſt 
before him ; ſo that there muſi be a more ancient Tradi- 
tion in the Church, wherein this verſion was not Authen- 
tick; and how came it then to be Authentick by virtue 
of Tradition > Here then Tradition muſt be given up; 
and the Coyncil of 7rent muſt have ſome other ground 
to go upon. ForT think the Traditionary Men will not 
maintain the vu/gar Latin to have been always Authen- 
tick, 

2. That it referred the making the Index of prohibited 
Books to the Pope ; and in the 4th Rule of that Index, 41 
Perſons are forbidden the uſe of the Scripture in the wul- 
gar Tongue , without a particular Licence , and whoſoever 
preſumes to doe it without a faculty, unleſs he firſt gives up 
hu Bible, he is not to receive Abſolution. | 

My buſineſs is now to enquire what Catholick Trad:- 
tou the _ and Council went upon in this Proh:ib3toy. 
But as to the Teſtimony of Fathers , I am prevented by 
ſome late Diſcourſes on this Subject. In ſtead thereof 
therefore I ſhall, 

* . 1. Shew from their own Writers, that there could be 
0 Catholick Fradition for \uch a Prohibition. 

2. Prove the General Conſent of the Catholick Church 
from publick Acts, as to the free uſe of the Scripture. 

Thomas Aquinas grants that the Scripture was propoſed 
to all, and in ſuch a manner that the moſt rude might. un- 


 derſtand it. Therefore there was no Prohibition of. ſuch 


Perſons reading it. : 
Cajetan there uſes two Arguments for the Scriptures 
uſing Metaphors and Similitudes. 1. Becauſe God pro. 
'_ wides 
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vides for: alk. 2. Becauſe the Scripture is tendred 10 al. 
And the common People are not capable of underſtanding 
ſpiritual things without ſuch helps, It the Scripture were 
intended for all, how comes a Prohibition of the uſe of it? _ 

Sixtus Senenfis grants , that in former times the Scrip- Cn 
ture was tranſlated into the vulgar Languages, and the Peo ng, 
ple did commonly reade it, to their great Benefit. Thena 
Prohibition of ic mult alter the Churches practical Tradi- 
tion. | 
tures were of old tranſlated into the vulgar Tongues , and c, 1,,' Yo 
that the Fathers, ſuch as $. Chryſoſtom, and S. Jerom, 
perſuaded People to the reading them. But the Caſe is al. 
tered now, when ſuch miſchief comes by the Reading the 
Scriptures. And yet the Tradition of the Church conti- 
nues the ſame, and is impoſſible to be changed. 


Azorius puts the Caſe fairly ; he grants that the Scrip- $29; Tnftir 


: , : Moral. l. 8. 
tures were at firſt written and publiſhed in the Common c. 25. 


Language ; that $. Chryſoltom admits all to reade the 
Scriptures ; and that the People did ſo then; but they do 
ot now, But he faith, the People then underſtood Greek 
and Latin, and now they do not. It it were their own 
Language they might well underſtand it; but why ſhould 
not the Scripture now be in a Language they may un- 
derſtand 2 For Greek and Latin did not make the com- 
mon People one jot wiſer or better ; and yet this Man - 
calls it a Herefie now to ſay, the Scriptures ought to be 
tranſlated into vulgar Languages. How much is the Faith: 
of the Church changed ? h 

2. I am now to prove the General Conſent of the Ca-- 
tholick Church in this matter from publick As, 2. e. 
that all Parts of it have agreed in Tranſlations of Scrip-: 
ture into Yulgar Languages without- any ſuch Prohibi> 
£10n, 

If 


Alphonſus' a Caſtro yields to Eraſmus , that the Scrip- _—_— a 


Co 
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If there had been any ſuch thing in the Primitive 
Church , it would have held againſt the Latin Tran/la- 
zen it ſelf. For I hope none will fay it was the Original, 
however Autyentick it be made by the Council of 7rexr. 
How then came the Originals to be turned. into the 
common Language? ( as I ſuppoſe Latiz will be allow'd 
to have been the common Language of the Roman Em- 
pire.) There is no Objection can now be made againſt 
any modern Tranſlations, but would have held againſt 
the firſt Latin Verſion, Who the Authour of it was 1s 

Avg. de DoF. utterly unknown; and both S. Auguſtin and S. Ferom 

Chriſtian 2+ ſay, there was a great variety among the old Tranſlations, 

Hier. Pref.in and every one Tranſlated as he thought fit. So that there 

Jauam- was no reſtraint laid upon tranſlating into the common 
Language. And unleſs Latin were an infallible Guide 
to thoſe that underſtood it, the People were as liable to 
be deceived in it, as either in Zng/r/h or French. 

But it was not onely thus in the Roman Empire , but 
whereever a People were converted to Chriſtianity in all 
the elder times, the Scripture was turned into their Lan- 

Socr. 1. 44 guage. The Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtorians mention the Cox- 


33... verſton of the Goths , and upon that, the Tranſlation of 


Nicep. /. 11. the Bible into their Language by Ulphilas their Biſhop. 


fl gs Walafridus Strabo adds to this, that befrdes the Bible, 


Gothorum. they had all publick Offices of Religion performed zn their 


*Walaf. Strab. own Language. 


de Reb. Ecil. 


od How ſoon the Churches in Per/ia were planted, it is 


impoſſible for us now to know ; but in the MS. Eccle- 
fraſtical Hiſtory of 4bulpharagius (in the hands of Dr. Lof- - 
tus ) it is ſaid, that a Diſciple of Thaddzus preached the 
Goſpel in Perſia, Aſlyria and the Parts thereabouts ; and 
that by another Diſciple of his 360 Churches were ſettled 
there in his time ; and that he came to Seleucia, the Me- 
trofolis of the Perſians, and there eſtabliſhed a C _ 

where 
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where he continued fifteen years. And from him there 
was 2 Succeſſion of the Patriarchs of Se/eacza, which con- 
tinues ſtil! in the Eaſt ; for upon deftru&ion thereof by. 
Almanfor, they removed firſt to Bagdad, and after that 
to Mozal over againſt Ninive, where their refidence hath . 
been fince; and this Patriarch had univerfal Jariſdiftion 
over the Eaſtern Charches as far as the Eaſt Indies , as 
appears by Morinus his Books of Ordinations in the Eaſt, 
and the proceedings with the Chriftians of St. 7homas in 
the very end of the /a/? Century. 

But we are certain from the Greek Hiſtorians, that in 
Con/tantine's time the Chriſttans in Per/ra were ſo nume- 
rous that he wrote to the Xing of Per/fra on their behalt. 
 Euſebins faith that Conſtantine was informed, that the Chur. —_— Fits 
ches were much increaſed there, and great Multitudes were c. 8, © 
Brought into Chriſt's Flock; and Conſtantine himſelf in his c. «;, 
Letter to Sapores faith, the Chriſtians flouriſhed in the beſt 
parts of Perfia ; and he hoped they might continue ſo to doe. 
But after Conſtantine's death a terrible Perſecution betell 
them, wherein Sozomen faith, the Names of 16008 Martyrs 
were preſerved , beſides an innumerable Multitude of un- 
#nown- perſons. The ſharpeſt part of the Perſecution fell 
upon the Biſhops and Presbyters; eſpecially in Adzabene, c 12. 
Which was almoſt wholly Chriſtian, which A4mmzauus Ammianus . 
Marcelinus faith was the fame with 4ſyria , wherein Macll23- 
were Ninive, Ecbatane, Arbela, Gaugamela, Babylon (or Soz. l.2.c. 9, 
Selencia ) and Crefiphon, of which Sozomen faith, Syme- 
on was then Archbiſhop. And he names above twenty 
Biſhops who ſuffered beſides, and one Mareabdes a Chor- 
epiſcopus , with 250 of his Clergy. After the time of 
Sapores ſeveral ſharp Perſecutions fell upon thoſe Chur- 
ches in rhe times of Yararanes and 7/digerdes , of which 
the Greek Hiſtorians take notice, and one of them, faith ,,,., , 
Theodore, laſted thirty years. This I mention to ſhew «. 3g. © 
| what 
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what mean thoughts thoſe have of the Catholick-Charch 
Theod. d&« who confine it to the Roman Communion. Theodoret 
pat and S. Chryſoſtom. both affirin. that the Perfians had the 
5. Þ. $55» OSCreptures then in their own Languaze ; and Sozomen ſaith, 
Serm. 9+ that Symeon Archbiſhop of Seleucia, and Cteſiphon before 
þÞ- 615: , x 
Chryſ.in Joh. his own Martyrdom, incouraged the reſt to ſuffer out of the 
Hom-2 Þ-51+ holy Scriptures. Which ſuppoſes them well acquainted 
with the Language of-it , and it is not very likely they 
ſhould be either with the Hebrew, Greek or Latin ; but 
the other Teſtimonies make it clear that it was in their 
own Tongue. _. | | 
Vir. Chriſ. The Anonymous Writer of S. Chryſoſtow's Life affirms, 
4 is: of that while he ſtaid in Armenia, he cauſed the New Teſta» 
ment to be tranſlated intro the Armenian Tongue for the 
benefit of thoſe Churches, And this Tradition 1s allow'd 
by ſeveral learned Men in the Church of Rome. But the 
> = ge Armenians themſelves ſay, the whole Bible was tranſlated 
Rom. c. 79. into the Armenian Language by Moſes Grammaticus, Da- 
Þ. 63+ vid and Mamprxus, three learned Men of their own, in 
the time of their Patriarch Iſaac, about $. Chryſoſtom's 
time. Theodoret, in the place already cited, mentions the 
Armenian Tranſlaticn, as a thing well known; and he 
' was near enough to underſtand the truth of it. 
_— Facobus de Vitriaco, a Roman Cardinal, ſaith, that the 
* - Armenians in his time had the Scriptures read to them in 
their own Language. 
The Syriack Verſion for the Ule of thoſe in the Eaſtern 
_ © parts who underſtood not Zebrew or Greek, is allowed 
by all learned Men to have been very ancient. I mean 
the o/d ſimple Verſion out of the Originals , and not that 
out of the LAX. of the Old Teltament. As to the 
New, the Tradition of the Eaſtern People is, that it 
was done either in the Apoſtles times or very near them. 
Abraham Ecchellenſis ſhews , from the Syriack ay" 5 . 
that 


"" 
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that the Compleat Tranſlation of the Bible was made in the Ar. Ecchtl 
time of Abgarus, King of Edeſſa, by rhe means of Thad- jc, 
dxzus and the other Apoſtles ; and as to the time of T haa- | 
deus, Gregorius Malatienlis confirms it. om nm 
Poſtellus quotes an ancient Tradition ( which my Ad- ©7979 % 
verſaries ought to-regard) that S. Mark himſelf Tranſla- 
zed not only his own Goſpel, but all the Books of the Nev 
Teſtament into the Vulgar Syriack, It 18 ſufficient to my 
purpoſe, to ſhew that there was ſuch an. : 
ancient Tranſlation; which is owned by 5. ChryoB. bom. IE 
S. Chryſoſtom , S. Ambr ofe z DS. Auguſtin » Aug.de Civit. Dei,l. 8.6.13, 
Diodorus and Theodoret : which makes me Diod. «d Gen. 27.27. 


wonder at Cardinal Bellarmin's affirming T0 jnorar 3 4 
with ſo much confidence , that none of the in PC. 112. 1, 


. in P{. 115, 
Fathers ſpeak of the Syriack Verſion ,, when De Fk Dif Lave. 4. 


T heodoret alone mentions it ſo often in his 
Commentaries. Ee | 
Although the Greeks 1n Egypr might very well nnder- 
ſtand the Greek of the Old and New Teſtament , / eſpe- 
cially if that which is called the LXX. were done by 
the Alexandrian Fews, as ſome imagine) yet thoſe who ' 
knew no other than the old Egyptian Language could not 
make uſe of it. And therefore a Coptick Tranſlation was Prodr. opt, 
made for them ; which K/jrcher thinks to have teen 1300 © Þ 
years. old, And he withal obſerves, chat their ancient 
Liturgies were in the Coptick Language, 
That it.might not be ſuſp. ted that Kircher impoſed 
upon the World, he gives a particular account of the 
Books he had ſeen in the Vatican Library and elſewhere 
in the Coptick Tongue, The Pentatench in three Tomes, 
diſtinguiſhed into Paragraphs by lines, The four Goſpels 
by themſelves, S. PauPs Epiſtles and three Canonical E- 
piſtles with the As in another Volume. The Apncalypſe 
by it ſelf ; and the Pſalter. The Liturgy of $. Mark with 
H other 
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other daily Prayers. The Liturgy of S. Gregory , with 
the Prayers of S. Cyril in the Coptick Language ; and a 


Liturgy of S. Baſil, wich Gregory aud Cyril, with ſeveral 


fo 156, 


Diſert. Epiſt. 
13s 


Epiſt. 14. 


Hottinger. 
Methurgem. 
F- 159, 


other Rituals, Miſſals and Prayers, all in the ſame Tongue. 
All theſe, he faith, are in the Vatican Library.. And in 
that of the Maronites College, he ſaith, is an old Coptick 
Martyrolog y about 1300 years ſtanding , by which he finds, 
that the chief imployment of the old Egyptian Monks was 
to tranſlate the Bible out of Hebrew, Chaldee and Greek in. 
to the Coptick Tongue. 

Morenas faith , that tw the Oratorian Lbrary at Paris, 
they had the Coptick Goſpels brought from Conttantinople 
by Monſr. de Sancy. 7 

Petrus a Valle, a Nobleman of Rome, and a great Tra- 
veller, faith he had ſeveral parts of Scriptare 1# the Cop- 
tick Language ; which were turned into-Arabick, when the 
old Coptick grew into diſuſe. 

Petreus had in the Eaſtern Parts « Coptick Pſalter , 
with an Arabick Verſion, which he deſigned to publiſh. 

The Congregation de propaganaa Fide at Rowe had 


' ſeveral Coprick MS S, ſent to them out of Egypr, among 


De Ordinat. 
ſacris, p. 504. 
Catal. MS S. 
Þ+ 3Is 


Ludolph. 
Hiſt, Xthiop. 


I. Je Ge be 


the reſt the Coprick Book of Ordination Tranlloatd and 
Printed by Kzrcher ; and fince reprinted by Merinm-. 

| Seguier the late Chancelleur of France had in his Li- 
brary, the Conſecration of a Patriarch in Coprick and Ara- 
bick, and ſeveral Tranſlations of the Bible, and Prayers in 
both Languages. 

The Arhiopick Tranſlation bears date with the Com 
verſion of the Nation, according to their own Tradition, 
which ſome make to be in the Apoftolical times , and 0- 
thers in the time of Conſtantine ; and their Publick Offi- 
cesare performed in their own Tongue. The Chancel- 
lour Seguzer had not only many parts of the Bible , but 
Prayers and Offices in the AErhiopick Tongue, & 

a 
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I ſhall add: but one thing more to this purpoſe, which 
is taken from the want of Antiquity in the Arabick Ver- 
ſons ; which is confelked by the learned Criticks on all 
fides. And even this tends to prove my deſign. For 
when the Saracey Empire prevailed, the People grew 
more acquainted with the Arabick than with the ancient 
Syriack or Coptick ; and therefore the Scripture was then 
tranſlated into Arabick ; (as Vaſens ſaith it was done in 
Spain after the Moors came thither by a Biſhop of Se- 
vil) and this was the true reaſon. why the Arabick Ver- 
frons have no greater Antiquity, For Gabriel Sionita ob- Gabr. Sionita 
ſerves that the Arabick is become the - Vulgar Lan- FEY 
guage in the Eeftern Parts. And becauſe it was fo in 
Syria as well as Egypt, therefore there are difterent Ara- 
bick Verſions ; the one called Codex Antiochenus, and the 

- other Alexandrinus. | 

Thus I have proved that there was a Catholick Trad:- 
tion directly contrary to that eſtabliſhed by order of the 
Council of Trevr. | 

And now I proceed to give an Account of the Methods 
and Steps by which this Decree came to its ripeneſs, 


1. The firſt Sep was the Declexfion and Corruption of 
the Latin Tongue in the Weftern Church. It is obſerved by | 
Polybins, that from the time of the firſt League between Polyd. 1. ;, 
the Romans and Carthaginians, the Latin Tonoue was (0 
much changed even in Rome tt ſelf that very few could un- 
derftand the Words of it. And Feſtus in Latine loqui 
faith, chat the Language was ſo alter'd, that ſcarce any 
part of it remained entire. Scaliger thinks theſe words were 
added to Feſtus by Paulus Diaconus ; which feems much 
more probable, ſince he lived in the time of Charlemagy. - 
At which time we may eaſily ſuppoſe the Latin Tongue 
to have been very much corrupted by the Writers, and 
H 2 not 
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not ſo eaſie to be underſtoo:1 any where by the Com- 
mon People in ſudden Diſcourſe, as it had been before. 
W hich appears evident by the Latzz Sermons made to 
the People in theſeveral Provinces in the Roman Empire; 
asin Africa by S. Aug:ſtin an) Fulgentias ; 1n Italy by 
Petrus Chryſologus, Laurentius Novarienſis, Gaudentins 
Brixienſis, Ennodius T icinenſis : 1a Spain by Iſidore, Il- 
dephonſus and others : In Gaul by Caſarinus, Encherins, 
Eliztus, and ſeveral others, whoſe Latin Sermons to the 


Conc. Turon. People are (till extant. In the-Council of Tours, in the 


36 '7" timeof Charlemagn, particular care is taken zhat rhe Ho- 

milies ſhould be tranſlated by their Biſhops either into the 

Ruſtick Roman or the German, that the People might the 

eaſier underſtand them, Theſe Homulies were either thoſe 

which Charlemagn cauſed to be taken out of the Fathers, 

| and applied to the ſeveral Leſſons through the year, as 

Sigeb. a1 An. Szgebert oblerves, or of their own compoling ; however 

* they were to-be turned by the Biſhops either into Ru- 

ſtick Roman, or German, as lerved belt to the capacities 

of the People. For the Franks then either retained the 

Original German, or uſed the Ryſtick Roman ; but this 

latter ſo much prevailed over the other, that in the ſo- 

lemn Oaths between Lews and Charles upon parting 

Nithard.. 2, the Dominions of France and Germany, ſet down in N:- 

thardus, the Ruſtick Roman was become the Vulgar Lan- 

guage of France, and theie were but the Grandchildren 

Freher. in of Charlemagn. Marquardus Freherus thinks that onely 

Expo. == the Princes and Great Men retained the German, but the 

Lud.& Car, generality then ſpake the Ruftick Roman ; as appears by 
the Oath of the People ; which begins thus. 

p. Capircl., Si Lodwigs Sacrament que Son Fradre Carlo jurat conſer- 

Tarot Calle Lat, & Carlus meo Serdra de ſuo part non tos tanit, ſi jo 

returnar non licit pois, neio, ne neuls cut eo returnar nil 

pois, in nulla adjudha contra Lodwig nun lt iver. 
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By which we may fee what a mixture of Larz» there 
was in the vulgar Language then uſed by the Franks,and 
how eaſlie it was for the People then to underſtand the 
publick Offices being conſtant ; but the: Sermons not being 
ſo, there wasgreater neceſlity to turn them into that cor- 
ruptor Ruftick Roman,which was thoroughly underſtood 
by them. In Span the Latin was leſs corrupted before 
. the Gothick and Arabick or Mooriſh Words were taken in- 
toit. Lucius Marinezs ſaith, that had it not been for Marineus Si- 
the mixture of thoſe words, the Spaniards had ſpoken. as Ol: _ 
good Latin as the Romans did inthe time of Tully : and he DIY 
faith, that to his time he had ſeen Epiſtles written in Spa- 
wiſh, wherein all the Nouns and Verbs were good Latin. 
 1n 1aly the Affinity of the vulgar prevailing Language 
and the Latin continued fo great, that.-the difference 
ſeemed for ſome hundred years, no more than of the 
learned and common Greek, or of the Engliſh and Scotch ; 
and ſo no neceſſity was then apprehended of Tranſla- 
ting the correct Tongue intoa corrupt DialeCt of it. 
But where there was a plain difference of Languape 
there was ſome care even then taken, that the People 
_ underſtand what they heard, as appears by theſe 
things : 
1. Alcainas gives an Account why one day was called ajchuin. de 
| Sabbatum in 12 Leftionibus, when there were but ſix Leſ- divin. Ofc- 
ſons, and he ſaith, it was becauſe they were read both in © ?* 
Greek and Latin, they not underſtanding each others Lan- 
guages. Not becaule the Greek was a holy*Tongue, bur ' 
quia aderant Greci, quibus ignota erat lingua Latina; which 
{hews that the Church then thought it a reaſonable cauſe 
ro have the Scripture in ſuch a Language, which might _ + 
| be underſtood by the People. The fame Reaſoa is given gg nt. 
by Amalarius. | 
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2. In the German Churches there were ancient Tran/la- 
ti2ns of Scripture into their own Language. B. Rhenanw 
attributes a Tranſlation of the Goſpels to Waldo Biſhop 
of Freiſing, aſſoon as the Franks received Chriſtianity, and 
he faith, it was the immortal Honours of the Franks, to 
have the Scripture ſo ſoon tranſlated into their own Lap- 
guage; which, faith he, is of late oppoſed by ſome Divines : 
So little did he know of an univerſal Tradition againſt 
it, Goldaſtus mentions the Tranſlation in Rhime by Oxz- 
fridus Wiſſenburgenſis, publiſhed by Achilles Gaſſaras, the 
Plalter of Notkerns, Rudolphns ab Eems his Paraphraſe of 
the old Teſtament. Andreas du Cheſn hath publiſhed a 
Preface before an old Saxon Book, wherein it 1s ſaid, zhat 
Ludovicus Pius did take care that all the People ſhould 
read the Scripture in their own Tongue, and gave it in 
charge to a Saxon to tranſlate both Old and New Teftament 
into the German Langnaze; which, ſaith he, was perfor- 
med very elegantly. 

3. In the Saxon Churches here, it was not to be expec- 
ted that the Scripture ſhould be tranſlated,till there were 
Perſons learned both in the Saxoz and the other Lans 
guages. Bede, in his Epiſtle to Eghere,puts him upon 1n- 
ftructing the common People 1n their own Language, 
eſpecially in the Creed and Lord's Prayer; and to further 
ſo good a Work, Bede himſelf tranſlated the Goſpel of Sr. 
John #zto the Saxon T ongue, as Cuthbert ſaith in the Epi- 
{tle about his Death, in the Life of Bede, before his S4- 
xon Hiſtory." It appears by the old Canons of Churches, 
and the Epiſtles of AIfric, faith Mr. Liſle, that there was 


riſe of the 014 47 01d Saxon Canon for the Prieſt to ſay unto the People the 
and New Te ſenſe of the Goſpel in Engliſh ; and Afric ſaith of him- 
{elt, that he had tranſlated the Pentateuch, and ſome of the 
Hzyſtorical Books, The New Teſtament was tranſlated 


by ſeveral hands; and anancient Saxor Tranſlation hath 
been 


Rtament. 
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been lately publiſhed with the Gorhick Goſpels, And there 
were old Saxon Gloſſes upon the Goſpels ; of Alared, Far- 
men and Owen.The laſt Work of K. Alfred was the tranſ- 
lating the Pſaltey ; and if the MS. Hiſtory of Ely deſerves 
credit, he tranſlated both the Old and New Teſtament. 

4. Ic is not denied either by Bellarmin or Baronims,that gen. ts yer- 
the Slavonians in the gth Century had a permiſſion upon # Dci, 1. 2. 
their converſion to Chriſtianity, to enjoy the Bible, and to ,, ,, ,, 
have publick Offices performed in their own Language. But 880. n. 16: 
they tell us, it was becauſe they were then Children in the 
Faich, and tobe indulged ; (but methinks Children were 
the moſt in danger to be ſeduced ; ) or there were nor 
Prieſts enough to officiate in Latin at firſt : But this was 
no Reaſon then given,as appears by the Pope's own Let- 
ter publiſhed by Baronizs, Wherein he __ God thanks. 
for the Invention of Letters among them by Conitantine 4- 
Philoſopher ; and he expreſly ſaith, that God had not cox- 
fined his Honour to three Languages, but all People and. 
Languages were to praiſe him ; and he ſaith, God himſelf 
 #n Scriptare had ſo commanded ; and he quotes St. Paul's. 
wordsfor it. One would wonder thoſe great Men ſhould 
no better conſider the Popes own Realons ; but give 0- 
thers for him, -which he never thought of. It is true, he- 
adds, that he woald have the Goſpel read firſt in Latin, and: 
then in Salvonian, and if they pleaſed he would have the 
Maf*s ſaid in Latin ; but the Slavonians continued their 
Cuſtom, and the Pope was willing enough to let them: 
enjoy it, for his own convenience as well as theirs. For 
there was a ſecret in this matter, which is not fully un- 


derſtood, | 
Aventinus, ſaith, that Methodius invented theer [ et- Aventin, An». 
zers, and tranſlated the Scriptures into the Slavonian j*; , 
. Oman 7 4*o.. 4:4. 
Tongue, and perſuaded the People to rejetf the Latin Ser- 
vice ; but this I ſee no ground for. But the Truth of the 
matrer. 
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matter was, the $/220»7axs wereconverted by the means 
of Methodius and Cyril, (otherwile called Conſtantine) - 
two Greek Biſhops,and the Chriſtian Religion was ſettled 
among them by their means, and they Tranſlated the 
Scriptures and Offices of Worſhip into their own Lan- 
guage. The Pope had not forgotten the buſineſs of the 
Bulgarians, and he could not tell but this might end in 
ſubj<Ction to another Patriarchal See; and therefore he 
enceavours to get Methodins and Cyril to Rome, and ha- 
ving gained them, he ſends a ſweetning Letter to the 
Prince , and makes the conceſſion before mentioned. 
For he could not but remember -how very lately the 
Greeks had gained |the Bulgarians from him ; and leſt 
the Slavonians ſhould follow them , he was content to 
let them have what they deſired, and had already E- 
ſtabliſhed among themſelves , without his Permiſſion, 
All this appears from the account of this matter given 
by Conſtantinus Porphyrogenetus, compared with Diocleas 
his Regnum Slavorum,and Lucius his Dalmatian Hiſtory. 

Ic is ſufficient for my purpoſe, that Dzocleas owns that 
Conſtantine (to whom Andreas Dandalus, D. of Penice, 
in his M S. Hftory cited by Lucinrs, ſaith, the Pope gave 
the name of Cyril ) did Tranſlate the Bible into the Slavo- 
nian Torgve, for the benefit of the People, and the publick 
Offices out of Greek, according to their Cuſtom. And the 
Chancellour Seguter had in his Library both the New 
Teſtament and Liturgies in the Slavontan Language , and 
in Cyrils Charafer ; and many of the Greek Fathers 
Commentaries on Scripture in that Tongue, but not one 
of the Latin. 


2. The next ſtep was, when Gregory 7. prohibited the 
Tranſlation of the Latin Offices in the Slavonian T ongue. 
And this he did to the King of Bohemia himſelf, after a 

perempto- 
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peremptory manner ; but he ſaith, t was the requeſt of 
the Nobility, that they might have divine Offices in the 
Slavonian Tongue, which he could by no means yield to. 
What was the matter ? How comes the Caſe to be ſo 
much altered from what it was in his Predeceſſor's time? 
The true Reaſon was, the Bohemian Churches were then 
brought into greater SubjeQtion to the Roman See, after 
the Conſecration of Dichmarus Saxo to be their Archbi- 
ſhop ; and now they muſt own their SubjeQtion, as the 
Roman Provinces were wont to do, by receiving the 
Language. But as his Predeceſſour had found Scripture 
for it, forGregory pretends he had foundReafon againlt ir, 
viz. The Scripture was obſcure, and apt to be miſunderſtood 
and deſpiſed. What | more than in the time of Methods- 
5 and Cyril? If they pleaded Primitive Practice, he 
plainly anſwers, that the Church is grown 
wiſer, and hath corretted many things that Cum priminivs Eccles mules 
were then allowed. This is indeed to the po a Chriſtiane. 
purpoſe ; and therefore by the Authori- #e, & Religione creſceme, ſubtils 
ty of S. Peter, he forbids him to ſuffer a. ination correita ſunt, 
ny ſuch thing, and charoes him to oppoſe 
it with all his might. 

But after all, ic 1s entred in the Canon Law De Off- 
cio Jud. Ord. l. 1. Tit.31. c.Quoniam,as a Decree of Inno- 
cent 3.1n the Lateran Council, that where there were Peo- 
ple of different Languages, the Biſhop was to provide Per- 
ſons fit to officiate in thoſe ſeveral Languages, Why ſo? If 
there were a prohibition of uſing any but the Latin 
Tongue. But this was for the Greeks, and theirs was an 
holy Tongue.That is not faid; nor if it were would it (ig- 
nitie any thing ; for doth any imaginary holineſs of rhe 
Tongue ſanttife ignorant Devotion? But the Canon ſup- 
poſes them to have the ſame Faith, Then the meaning 
1s, that no man mult examin his Religion by the Scrip- 

C_= ture, 
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ture, but if he rſeolves beforehand to believe as the 
Church believes, then he may have the Scriptures or 
Prayers in what Language he pleaſes. But even this is. 
not permitted in the Roman Church. For, 


2. After the Inquiſition was ſet up by the Authority of 

Innocent }. in the Lateran Council, no Lay Perſons were 
permitted to have the Books of the Old and New Teſta. 

ment, but the P/a/rer, or Breviary, or Hours, they 

might have ; but by no means in the »u/gar Language. 

Labb. Concil. This is called by D*achery and Labbe the Council of Tho- 
Te.11.P-427- Jouſe, but in truth it was nothing elſe but an Order of 
the Inguifition, as will appear to any one that reads it. 
And the 1-quiſition ought to have the Honour of it, both . 

in France and Spain. WhichProhibitionhath been ſo grate- 

full to ſome Divines of the Church of 
ep Rome,that Cochlzus calls it pions, juſt, rea- 
A'virad. Defenſ: Concil. Trident. ſonable, wholſom and neceſſary ; Anaradins 
6.46 thinks the taking of it away would be 
Ledeſma de Div. Script. quavis deftruttive to Faith ; Ledeſma ſaith, the 
Jingua non leg. p. 155. true Catholicks do not deſire it, and bad 
Pet. Sutor de Tralatione Biblie, Ought not to be gratified with it. Petrus 
p- 99. Þ. 96. Sutor , a Carthuſian Dotfour , calls the 
Tranſlating Scripture into the vulgar 

Languages, a 7aſb, ofeleſ? and dangeroms thing ; and he 

gives the true Reaſon of it, viz. that the People will be 

apt to murmur when they ſee things required as from the 

Apoſtles, which they cannot find a word of in Scripture. 

And when all is ſaid on this SubjeQ that can be, by men 

of more Art, this is the plaineſt and honeſteſt Reaſon for 

ſuch a Prohibition ; but I hope I have made it appear it 

15 not built on any Catholick Tradition. 
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The Council of Trent Sefſ. 6. c. 16. declares, That the 
Good Works of juſtified Perſons do truly deſerve Eternal 
Life ; and Cay. 32.an Anathema is denounced againſt him 
that denies them to be meritorious, or that a juſtified Per- 
ſon by them doth not truly merit Increaſe of. Grace , axd 
Happineſs, and Eternal Life. 
The Council! hath not thought fit to declare what it 
means by raly meriting ; but certainly it muſt be oppoſed 
to an improper kind of Meriting , and what that is we 
muſt learn from the D:vines of the Church of Rome. 
1. Some ſay, That fome of the Fathers ſpeak of an 
improper kind of Merit, which is no more than the due 
Means for the attaining of Happineſs as the End. So 
Vega confeſles they often uſe the word Merit, where vega de Fu» 8 
there isno Reaſon for Merit, either by way of Congruity #j-1. 3: c. 3. 
or Condignity. Therefore, where there is true Merit there 
muſt be a proper Reaſon for it, And the Council of Trent 
being deſigned to condemn fome prevailing Opinions ar 
that time, among thoſe they called Hereticks , this Af- 
ſertion of true Merit mult be levelled againſt fome Doc- 
trine of theirs ; but they held Good Works to be neceſſary 
as Mearns to anend, and therefore this could not be the 
meaning of the Council, 
Suarez ſaith, the words of the Council ought to be ſpeci- Suarez de 
ally obſerved, which are, that there is nothing wanting in iy or ag 
the good works of juſtified Perlons , ut vere promernille 
cenſeantur ; and therefore uo Metaphorical cr improper , 
but that which by the Senſe of the Church of Rome was ac- 
counted true Merit in —_ to what was faid by » e 
acconnted Hereticks muſt be underſtood thereby. 
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2. Others ſay, that a meer Congruity ariling from the 
Promiſe and Favour of God in rewarding, the aQs of his 
Grace in juſtified Perſons cannot be the proper Merit in- 
tended by the Council. «And that for theſe Reaſons. 


I. Szarez obſerves that although the Council avoids 
the Terms ex Condigno,yet becaule it (till uſes the words 
vere mereri, it implies ſomething more than were Congru- 
ity ; and becauſe it ſpeaks of meriting the Increaſe of Grace, 
and not the firſt Grace ; now a Congruity 1s allowed for 
the firſt Grace, which it. excludes by mentioning the In- 
creaſe. And withal, it brings places to prove that the giv- 
ing the Reward muſt be a Retribution of Juſtice, and if ſo, 
the merit muſt be more than that of Congruity. 

2. Becauſe God's Promiſe doth not give any Iztrinſich 
value to the Nature of the AEt ; no more than his threat- 
ning doth increaſe the Nature of Guilt. If the King of 
Perſia had promiſed a Province to him that- gave him a 
draught of Water,the ACt it ſelf had been no more mers- 
ft0ri2u5; but it only ſhewed the Munificence of the Prince; 
no more do God's Promiſes of Eternal Life add any merit 
to the Acts of Grace, but onely ſet forth the Infinite Boun- 
ty of the Promiler. 

3. In the Conference at Razz#5bon (the year this De- 
cree paſled)by the Emperour's Order the Proteſtant Par- 
ty did yield, that by virtue of God's Promiſe the Reward 
of Eternal Life was due to juſtified Perſons; as a Father 
promiſing a great Reward to his Sor for his pains in ſtudy- 
ing, makes it become due to him, although there be no pro: 
portion between them. And if no more were meant by Merit 
of Congruity, than that it was very agreeable to the Di- 
vine Nature to reward the Ads of his own Grace with an 
infinite Reward, they would yield this too. 
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4. Cardinal Pallavicixi gives us the plain and true —— 
meaning of the Council, viz. that a Merit de Congruo .. ,...,. 


was allowed for Works before Juſtification ; but for Works 
after, they all agreed, he ſaith, that therewas a Merit de 
condigno in them both for increaſe of Grace and Eternal 
Glory.. By Merit de cond57u0 is meant ſuch an intrinſick 
value in the nature of the Att as makes the Reward 1n 
Juſtice to be due to it. 


Some call one of theſe, Meritum ſecundum quid ; which Rich. de Me- 


is the ſame with de congruo; which really deſerves no 
reward, but receives it onely from the liberality of the 


dia. Will, in I, 


2. ſent. diſt, 


17. art. 2.9.1. 
ich. de Or- 


, Giver ; and this hath not eruly , ſay they, the notion of _—_ 
o u . IS in 3. 
Merit ; ,but that which makes the reward due is ſimple (.,,, if 27. 


and true Merit, when it doth not come merely from the 
Kindneſs of the Giver, but from Reſpect to the worthi- 
neſs of the Action and the Doer, and this 1s de condigno. 

Let us now ſee what Catholick Tradition there was 
for this DoQtrine, and whether this were taught them 
by their Fathers in a continued ſucceſſion down from 
the Apoſtles times. 

But that there was a change as to the ſenſe of the 
Church in this matter, -I ſhall prove in the fir!t place 
from an Office which was allow?d in the Church betore, 
and forbidden after.It was an Office with reſpect to dying 
Perſons, wherein are theſe Queſtions. 

Q. Doſt thou believe that thou ſhalt Credis non prepriis 


ris Meritis, ſed 
prfions Demini noſtri Feſu Chriſti 


Comme 0 Heaven, not by 4 hy own Merits, virture & merito ad gleriam per- 


but by the virtue and Merit of Chrifl's venire ? 
P aſſion 1 | Credo. 


, Credis quod Dominus nofler Fe- 
A. I a» believe it. ſs Chriflus pro Salute neftr1 mcr- 


Q. Doft thou believe that Chrit died mus ft; & quol ex propriis meritis, 


vel alio m:do nullas p:git ſaivari nift 


for our Salvation , and that none can be fn puſſonis ejus 3 - 


ſaved by their own Merits , or any othe Credo, 
way but by the Merits of his Paſſion ? 
A. I ao believe it. Now 


4 


Hoſ. Confeſ. 
Petricovi, 
'&o 73s Þ» I44, 


No Catholick Tradition 


Now when the Indices Expurgatorii were made in 
purſuance to the Order of the Council of Trent, this pal- 
{age was no longer endured, For, in the Roman Index 
the Ordo baptizanai, wherein this Queftion was, is for- 
bidden till it were Corrected. But the Spaniſh Indices 
explain the myſtery ; that of Cardinal Qairoge faith 
exprelly, thoſe Queſt ions and Anſwers muſt be blotted out ; 
and the like we tind in the Index of Soto major and San- 
aoval. What now 1s the Reaſon, that ſuch Queſtions and 
Anſwers were no longer permitted, if the Churches 
Tradition continued {till the ſame ? Was not this a way 
tro know the Tradition of the Church by the Ofices uſed 
init ? This was no private Office then firſt uſed, but al- 
though the prohibition mentions one Impreffion at Ye- 
nice (as though there had been no more) I have one be- 
fore me, Printed by Gryphimes at Venice two years before 
that; and long betore with the Praceptorium of Lyra , 
A. D. 1495. where the Queſtion to the dying Perſon is 
in theſe words, Si credst ſe Merito Paſſions Chriſti & 
201 propriis ad gloriam pervenire? Et reſpondeat, Credo. 
And the ſame Queſtions and Anſwers 1 have in a Sacer- 
dotale Romanum Printed by Neicolinus at Venice 1585, 
Cardinal Hoſius ſays that he had ſeen thele Queſtions and 
Anſwers in the Sacerdotale Romanum and in the Hortulus 
Aaimz;, and that they were believed to be firſt preſcris 
bed by Anſelm, Archbiſhop of Cazterbury. On what ac- 
count now, come theſe things to be prohibited and ex- 
punged, if the Churches Dod&#rize and Tradition about 
this matter, be ſtill the very ſame? Nodoubt it was bes 
lieved that the Council of Trent had now fo far declared 
the S2nſc of the Church another way,that ſuch Queſtions 
and Aaſvers were no longer to bz endured. 

Burt before the Council of Trent the Canons of Colen a» 


* oainlt Hermannus their Biſhop, when he publiſhed his 
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Reformation, declare, that God's giving Eternal Life up 
on good Works is ex gratuita dignatione ſue clementie, 
from the Favour which God vouchſafes to them.W hich 
to my apprehenſion is inconſiſtent with the Notion of 
true Merzt in the Works themſelves ; for if there be any 
Condignity in them, it cannot be mere Grace and Fa- 
vour in God to reward them, 

The ſame Canons in their Exchiridion ſome years be- Zncirid. Co- 
fore, when they joyned with their Biſhop, call it fupi- 199+#-176- 2 
dity to think that good Works are rewarded with Eternal ; 
Life for any Dignity in the Works themſelves, And if 
there be no dignity in them, there can be no true Me- 
rit ; as the Council of Trent determines with an Ana- 
thema. 

Pope Adrian VI. gives ſuch an account of the Merit aacian. de 
of our Works, that he could never imagine any condig- $47. Excbar. 
aity in them to Eternal Life. For, ſaith he, our Merits! © 
are a broken reed, which pierce the hand of him thit leans 
upon them ; they are a menſtruous Cloth, and our beſt Ati- 
ons mixt with impurities; and when we have done all that 
we can, we are unprofitable Servants. 

Petrus de Alliaco Cardinal of Cambray attributes NO Pet de Allia- 
other effect to good Works than of Cauſz ſine qua non ; ©0in 4 1 


Sent. q. 1. 


and ſaith that the Reward is not to be attributed to any if 205. 


Virtue in them, but to the Will of the Giver, Which I 
think overthrows any true Merzt, 

Gabriel Biel attributes the Merit of Good Works not to kictin 1. 2. 
any izirinſecal Goodneſs in them, but to God's acceptation. ſent. difl- 27+ 
Which is in words to afſert Merz, and in truth to deny 
it ; for, how can there be true Merit in the Works, if 
all their value depends upon divine Acceptance ? 

Thomas Walden charges Wickliff with allerting the wallen, de 
Dottrine of Merit and incouraging men to truſt in their Sram. Tit, 
own Righteouſneſs, and he quotes Scripture and Fathers *' 

againſt 


art. 1. £0. 2. 


00% Yb Ot er 9s WII os I” ns 


64 


Vega icOpu;r. 
Qu. 4. 


Marfi!. in A. x 


ſent, a. 13, 


No Cathalick Tradition 


againſt ir ; and he blames the uſe of the term of Merir 
cither ex congruo Or ex condizng : Which he faith was an 
Inwextion of ſome late Schoolmen, and was contrary to the 
ancient Dodtrine of the Church. As he proves, not only 
jirom S:r14ture and Fathers, but from the ancient Offices 
too : 2Sin the Caron of the Maſs, Non aſt imator merit, 
ſed venie queſumns largitor, &c. Fer. 4. Pall. Ut qui de 


- meritorum qualitate diffidaimus, non judicium tuum ſed wi- 


ſericcrdiam conſequamur. Dom. 2. Adv. Ubi nulla ſuppe- 
tunt ſufſragia meritorum, tue nobis indulgentie ſuccurre 
praſidiis, How comes the Doctrine condemned in 
Wickliff to be eſtabliſhed in the Conncil of Trent ? For 
he was blamcd for aſſerting true Merit, and the Council 
aſſerts it with an Azathema to thoſe that deny ir. And 
yet we mult believe the very ſame Trad/rzon to have 
been in the Church all this while. 

Vega ſaith, that Walden ſpeaks againſt Merits without 
Grace ; but any one that reads him will find it otherwiſe, 
For he produces thoſe paſſages out of the Fathers againſt 
Mecrits which do ſuppoſe Divine Grace, as 1t were ealie 
to ſhew ; but Friar Walden thought the notion of Merzt 
inconſiitent with the Power and Infinence of Divine Grace 
neceſſary to our beſt Actions. God, ſaith he, doth mor 
regard Merit either as to Congruity or Condignity, but his 
own Grace, and Will, and Mercy. 

Marſilius de Ingen who lived before Walden reckons 
up three Opinions about Merit ; the firſt of thoſe who de- 
nied it, and of this, faith he, Durandus ſeems to be, and 
one Toh. d: Everbaco. The ſecond of rhoſe who ſaid that 
our Works have no merit of themſelves, but as informed by 
divine Grace, and from the :+ſſiſtance of the Holy Ghoſt, 
ſo they dot;uly merit Eternal Life, and of this Opinion 
he ſaith was Themas de Argentina, The third was, of 
tho'c who granted rhat true Merit doth imply an Equa- 

lity, 
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lity, but then they diſtinguiſh Equality, as to Quantity and 
as to Proportion, and in this latter ſenſe they aſſerted an 
Equality. And of this-Qpinion he ſaith was Petras de 
Tarantasſia, But he delivers his own Judgment in theſe 
Concluſions. | | 
 T. That our Works either conſidered in themſelves or 
with Divine Grace are not meritorious of Eternal Life ex 
condigno, which he proves both from Scripture and 
Reaſon, viz. becauſe 1. No Man can make God a Debtor 
to him ; for the more Grace he hath the more he « a Debtor 
to God, Ana 2. He cannot merit of another by what he 
- yeceives from him, And 3, No man can pay what he owes 
fo God, and therefore can never merit at his hands. 
4. No man can merit here ſo much Grace as to keep him 
from falling away from Grace ; much leſs then Eternal Life. 

2, Thef: works may be ſaid to be meritorious of Eternal 
Life ex condigno by divine acceptation originally procee- 
ding from the Merit of Chris Paſſion, becauſe that makes 
them worthy. But this is Chriſt*s Merit and not the true 
Merit of our Works. | 

3. Works done by Grace do merit Eternal Life de con- 
gruo from God*s liberal diſpoſition, whereby he hath ap- 
pointed ſo to reward them, It beeing agreeable to him to 


give Glory to them that love bim. Burt this is an impro- . 


per kind of Merzt, and can by no means ſupport the 
Tradition of #rue Merz, | 
Durandus utterly denies any true Merit of Man to- 


Durand. .ix 


wards God;he doth not deny it in a /arge smproper ſenſe ſen.1, 2. dif. 
for fuch a Condignity in our ations as God hath appoin- 27:4: 2+ 


ted in order to a Reward; which is by the Grace of God 
inus; but as it is taken for 4 free Attion to which a 
Reward is in Juſtice due'; becauſe whatever we doe #5 
more owing to the Grace of God than to.our. ſelves ; but to 
make a Debtor to us, we'mnſt not only pay an equivalent 

fo 
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#0 what we owe, but we mauſt go beyond it ; but #0 God ana 
our Parents we can never pay an equivalent, much leſs ex- 
ceed it. And we can never merit by what God gives ns, 
becauſe the Gift lays a greater Obligation upon us. And 
he ſaith., the holding the contrary is temerarious and 
blaſphemons. | | 

The two grounds of holding Merit were, the ſuppoſing 
a Proportion between Grace and Glory, and au Equality 
between Divine Grace and Glory in Vertue, Grace being 
as the Seed of Glory ; and to both theſe he anſwers. 

To the firſt, That the giving a Reward upon Merit is 
m0 part of diftributive, but commutative Tue, becauſe 
it reſpetts the relation of one thing to another, and not the 
mere quality of the Perſon. 

To the ſecond, That the Value of an Ait-is not con 
fiaered with reſpect to the firſt Mover, but to the immeds. 
ate Agent : and as to Grace being the ſeed of Glory, it is 
but a metaphorical expreſſion, and nothing can be drawn 


from it. So that Duranags concludes true Merit with 


reſpeCt to God to be remerarious, blaſphemous and im- 
poffable. 

Ockam declares, T hat after all cur good'Works God may 
without Injuſtice deny Eternal Life to them who do them ; 
becauſe God can be Debtor to none ; and therefore what- 
ever he doth to us, it is out of mere Grace, And that 
there can be nothing meritorious in any af of ours, but 
from the Grace of God freely accepting it. And therefore 
he muſt deny any true Merit. 

Gregorius Ariminenſis ſaith, T hat no A of ours though 
coming from Grace to never ſo great a degree, 1s meritori- 
ous with God ex condigno of any Reward either Temporal 
or Eternal; becauſe every ſuch Aft is a Gift of God ;, and 
if it were at all meritorious, yet not as to Eternal Life, 
becauſe there is no equivalency between them, and there- 


- fore 
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ore it cannot in Faſlice be ane to-it ; and conſequently if 
op gives #, he a do it freely. But, Git be; God 

5s ſaid to be ju, when he gives bona pro bonis, and mey- 

ciful, when he gives bona pro malis ; wor bat that he # 
merciful in both, but becauſe his mercy appears more its 
the latter ; and in the other, it ſeems like juſtice in a ge- 

neral ſenſe from the conformity of the Merit and the Re- 
ward ; but in this particular retribution it is mere 
Meriy, * : 
Scotns affirms, that all the meritoriouſnefs of our 4its pong lin wN 
depends on arvine Acceptation in order to a Reward ; and , ..n 2 ug 
if i dia depend on the ws worth of the Aits, God 

conld not injuſtice deny the Reward ; which is falſe ; and 
therefore it wholly depends on the good will and favonr of 
God. © 

Bellarmin is aware of this, and he confeſſes this to be pages 

the Opinion of Scorus and of other old Schootmen. ©" 
But how then do they hold the Doctrine and Tradition 
of rrue Merit ? He holds that good Works are properly 
and truly good. So do we, and yet deny Merezr, But 
he grants, rat he denies that they bear any proportion to 
Eternal Life, and therefore they cannot be truly merito- 
rions of it. Bellarmin himſelf aſſerts that withont the 
divine Promiſe good Works have a proportion to Eternal 
Life, and this he ſaw was necellary to defend the Do- 
Arine of the Council of Trexe ; but then he adds, that 
there is no obligation on Gods part to reward in ſuch a 
manner without « Promiſe. Now here are two hard 
Points, 1. To make it appear that there is ſuch a meri- 
torionſneſs in good Works without 4 Divine Promiſe. 
2. Thatifthere were ſo, there is zo Oblioation'on God to 
reward ſuch AQts in point of J»/fice.. The former is ſo 

much harder to do from what he had proved before, 
c. 14. VIZ, that they are not meritorions without a Promiſe þ 

K 2 an 
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and here he.proves that they have no proportion to the 
Reward, from Scripture, Fathers and Reaſon ; becauſe 
there is no Obligation on Godgto do it, either from com- 
mutative or diſtributive juſtice ; and becauſe ne are God's 
Servants. Theſe are good Arguments againſt himſelf 
for how can ſuch AQs then become meritorious without 
a Promiſe ? If there be no proportion or equality on 
Man's part, no Juſtice on God's part to reward, how 
can they poſſibly be zeritorious ? Bur this is too deep 
for me to comprehend. My bulineſs is Tradition, and I 
have evidently proved that there was no Tradition even 
in the Church of Rome for the true Merit defined by 
the Council of Trent. It were ealie to carry this point 
higher, by ſhewing that the Zathers knew nothing of this 
Deo#rine, but that hath been done by many already,and 
it is needleſs in fo plain a caſe. | 

But Iam now to give an account by what Steps and 
Occaſions this DoCtrine came to be eſtabliſhed. _ 

1. From the common Ulſe of the word Meri with 
the Fathers and others, in another ſenſe than it ſigni- 
fied at firſt. The original ſignification of it is Wages 
paid in conſideration of Service ; and from thence Sou/- 
aiers were ſaid merere (as Bude oblerves, and thence 
came the word merces) who truly deſerved their pay by 
their labour and hazard;but by degrees itcame to ſignifie 
no more than merely to attain a thing ; which is ng 
times uſed by good Authors ; but in the declenſfion of 
the Latin Tongue no ſenie of this word was more com- 
mon than this, eſpecially among Eccleſiaſtical Writers. 
W ho frequently wied it ina ſenſe wherein it was impol- 
ſible to underſtand it in its original ſignification ; and it 
cannot imply ſo much as digne conſequi, as in the in- 
ſtance brought by Caſſander ; when St. Cyprian renders 
thoſe words of St. Paul, Miſericordiam merui, which - 

render 
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lows there could be no true Meri here. And St. Au- ys 
guſtin ſaith of thoſe who murdered the Son of God, 111: 


venian meruerunt qui Chriſtum occiderunt. ' And {ſo the 
vulgar Latin often uſes it, Ger.4.1 3. major eſt iniquitas 
mea quam ut Veniam merear. Tol. 1.20. & 101 mererentur. 
ullam Clementiam. And in that ſenſe it hath been uſed 
in the Hymns and other Offices of the Church, as in that 
expreſſion, O felix culpa que talem ac tantum meruit ha- 
bere Redemptorem ! where it cannot be denied that the 
word is uſed in an improper Senſe. | 
2, When the School Divines ſet themſelves to explain 
. the Myſteries of Theology, this plain and eaſie,but impro- 


per ſenſe of Merir,would not godown with ſom of them; - 


but they endeavoured to. make out the notion of Merz# 
with relpe&.to God,in its proper and original Senſe. The 
laſt confiderable Writer before thewSchclaſtick Age, was 
St. Bernard, and he pretended not to find out any ſuch 
proportion between the beſt Works and 


Eternal Life, that God ſhould be bound in —Neque enim nia ſunt bominum = 
merita, ut propter ea vita aterna 


Juſtice to beſtow it as a Recompence for jerens ex ure, axe Deus injuri- 


them ; and the Reaſon he gives is plain «n aliquam faceret, nifi eam dons- 
ret, Nam ut taceam quod merita 


and {trong, becauſe thoſe things men pre- oe, Tom fon Wie hens 
tend to merit by, are themſelves the Gifts mais propter ipſa Deo debiuor ef, 
qu<m Deus bomini, quid ſunt meri- 
. tz omnii ad tantam gloriam ? Ber- 
more bound to God, thanGodto them; but © worker ns as penn bReny 


. of God's Grace, and. ſo by them they are 


belides, what are all mens merits to Etey- de Fuſtif. 1. 5. c. 6, 
nal Glory? St. Bernard doth not ſpeak 

of Merits without Grace, but with the ſ#ppoſition of it ; 
and Bellarmin wiſely left out the latter part, that he 
might ſeem to anſwer the former. 


Hugo ae Sanito Viftore lived in the ſame Age, who Hugo des. 


firſt ſhewed the way to School Divinity, and upon the 
ſame place which St, Bernard ſpeaks of, Non ſunt condig- 
nd, 


Vitt. Annot. 
Flucidabor in 
Rom, 


Zo 


Lomb. Sent. 
I. 2. diſt. 27, 


Genebrard. 
de Trinin, l.z. 
P. 212, 


'No Catbolick Tradition 


ne, &c. he puts the Queſtion, how any temporal Atts ca 
merit that which is eternal ? And he denies any Condigni- 
ty, becauſe there is more in the Reward than there was in 
the Merit ; but then he adds,” that there may be 4 three- 
fold compariſon of things ; either as to themſelves, as a 
Horſe for a Horſe, Money for Money ; or according to equi- 
71, either in puniſhments or rewards ; or by Patt or Agree- 
ment, as when a good ſumm is promiſed for alittle work ; 
«nd this, ſaith he, God hath made known to Mankind as 
ro future rewards and puniſhments. Which plainly ſhews, 
he underſtood nothing of che proportion between Ads 
of Grace, and an Eternal Happineſs ; but reſolved: all 
into the Favour and: Mercyof God, 

Peter Lombard , called the Maſter - of the Sentences, 
faith, Nothing of any Condignity or Proportion it: our works 
to the Reward ; but, he-faith, they' are themſelves God's 
Gifts, and that the Awward it ſelf is from the Grace of God, 
and quotes the noted Saying of St. Auguſtin, Cum coronat 
Deus merita noftra, nihil al:ud coronat quam dona ſua. But 
ſtill this is nothing but Grace and Favourin God, firſt in 
enabling us to do good Works, and then in rewarding 
them. 

Bandinnus wrote a Book of the Sentences much about 
the time P. Lombard did, with ſo much agreement of 
Method and Expreſſions,that it is not known which took 
from the other. Gezebrard hath produced this paſſage 
out of him, Debef, incrviliter de Deo dicitur, quia nihil 
omnino nobis debet, niſi ex promiſſo. If it be ſo rude toſay 
God owes any thing to his Creatures but by promiſe, he 
could not imagine any Condignity in good Works, to 
which a Reward is due in Juſtice. And Gezebrard thinks 
he had reaſon to deny, that God can be made a Debtor to 


as by any of our Works. 


Roberts 
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Robertus Pullus, who wrote another Book of the Sez- Pull. Sentens. 
zences about the ſame time, mentioning that place, Now *®**- «13: 
ſunt condigne, &c. he laith, becauſe our Works are not ſuf- 
fictent, being ſmall and temporal, God by his Mercy makes 
# up ; which not onely ſhews that God doth reward be- 
yond our merit, but that there is no proportion between 
the beſt Works and Eternal Glery. | 

But by the time of Gulzelmws Antiſſodorenſis, there G1; Antiſ 
were two Parties in the.Church about this point ; ſore, 2. 3. w. 12. 
he faith, denied any Merit of Eternal Life, ex condigno, 1.2: ©" 
and others aſſerted ic ; and after laying down the Argu- 
ments on both ſides, he concludes for the Aﬀirmative ; 
but in Anſwer to the place, Non ſunt condigne, &c. he 
ſaith they are not ad proportionaliter merendum, but they 
are ad ſimpliciter mtrendum ; 10 that ſtill he denied any 
Proportion, though he held ſimple Merie. 

But Thomas Aquinas coming after him, denies that 7+ 2: $114. - 
' there can be any ſimple Merit with reſpef# to God, becauſe © © 
that cannot be where there is Fl great inequality ; and ſo 
there can be no equal Fuſtice between them, but acoording 
#0 a proportion ; which he afterwards explains, viz. as t0 
the {ofance and Freedom of our good Works there is onely ** 3: 

a Congrnuity.;' but as they proceed' from. Divine/Grace, [0 
they are meritorious of Eternal Life, ex condigno. 

This Doctrine had ſome followers in the Schools, bur - 
not many in compariſon of thoſe who oppoled it, as ap- 
pears by what is faid already. * 

Richardus de Mediavills, though'a Franciſcan, follows Richard. in 
herein the DoEtrine of Aquizes, and ailerts, that by Acts Sent. 1. 2. 
of Free IW ill, znformed by Grace, a man may merit Eternal _ Co wo 
Life, ex condigno, and he adds ſomewhat more, poteſ 
cert;ſſime ; and he uſes the ſame Anſwers to the Obje- 
tions which the other did. \ 


And 
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Nich. deOrbÞo And Nich. de Orbellis follows Richardus,ſo that Aquz- 
Hy nh % mas his DoCtrine had prevailed beyond his own School. 
But it was as vehemently oppoſed by others of thar 
Hoſ. corfeg, Fraternity, among whom Cardinal Hoſues mentions Sre- 
Petrico c.73. phanns Brulifer, who maintained, that no Ad of Grace, 
Wu how good ſoever, was worthy of Eternal Life. 
7. Burg. a4-, Paulus Burgenſis, though he 1s {aid to have been con- 
dir. ad Lyram verted from being a Jew, by reading Aquinas, yet utter- 
in Pl.35- ly diſſented from him in this matter: Forhe faith, rhar no 
man can by the Ordinary aſſiſtance of Grace Merit Eternal 
Life ex condigno, and therefore the Mercy of God is moſt 
ſeen in Heaven. 

However the Reputation of Aquizas might gain upon 
ſome, yet this was very far then from being a Carholick 
Tradition. , _ 7 | 

But no Council ever interpoſed its Authority in this 
matter, till the Council of Tre»t, which reſolved to car- 
ry the Points in difference to the height, and to eſtabliſh 
every thing that was queſtioned. Nothing had been more 
ealie than to have given ſatisfaction in this matter,conſi- 
dering what Pighins and Contarenus,and even Genebrayd, 
had yielded in it;but therethe Rule was, that every thing 
that was diſputed, muſt be determined firſt, and then 


defended. 


» Co I7, 
"17 patt, to be meritorious of Eternal Life, ſo that in them 
' there is a certain Proportion and Equality to Eternal 
. Life. | | 
Coſter. Er- Coſterns ſaith, that in Works of Grace, there is an equa- 


ride P: 294 lity between the Work and the Reward, 


Suarez 
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Suarez, that they have an intrinſecal Dignity, whereby Suarez. de 
they become worthy of Eternal Life. pans ow 
Vaſquez, that there is an Equality of Dignity between Vaſquez in 1. 
Good Works and Eternal Life, without which a Promiſe * PP: 213- 
could wot make true Merit. | es 
The Rhemilts ſay, that good Works are truly and pro- Rhemiſts on 
perly meritorious, and juſtly worthy of Everlaſting Life ; * © 4. 5: 
and that thereupon Heaven # the- juſt Due, and juſt Stt- 
pend, Crown or Recompence, which God by his Juſtice 
oweth to the Perſons ſo doing by his Grace. 
And again, that Good Works are meritorious, and the , 4, 5.0. 
very canſe of Salvation. ſo far that God fbanld be unjuſt, 
if he rendred not Heaven for the ſame. 
* Phil. Gamachexs, a late Profeſſour of - 
Divinity ” the Sorboy, ſpeaks it round- Gamach. in 1.2. 76.0. wo 
ly, that the Council of Trent did plainly ©9761. 2. Cmmes Carmorct parentur 
= to eſtabliſh rag edi _ Lrjany 63h Cn a 
that all Catholicks are agreed in it. | 
The laſtDefender of theCouncil of Trexe within theſe fg Reding 
Few years, ſaith, T hat there i an intrinſecal Condignity in ne ect 
ood Works, whereby they bear 4 proportion commenſurate 4. ſ-2. 2. ad 
with the Glory of Heaven. And without ſuch Doftrine as 1% © 
this, he doth not think the Council of Trent ca be defen- 
ded in this matter. 
If after all it be ſaid,that 2his is a mere ſubtilty concer- 
zing the proportion an Att of Grace beays to the ſtate of 
Glory, Ianiwer, the more to blame they, who have 
made and impoſed it as a matter of Faith,as the Council 
of Trent hath done with an Anathema, and that without 
any pretence from Catholick Tradition. 
But what made the Council of Trent ſo much concerned 
for a Scholſlick Subtilty ? There was a deep Myſtery 
lay inthis, They were wiſe enough to frame che Decree 
ſo, asto avoid Offence, and 2 make it appear plauſible, 
but 
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but it was enough to the People to underſtand that the 
Merit of Good Works wasallowed, and they were to be- 
lieve the Prieſts, both as tozhe Good Works they were to 
do, and as to the putting them into a fate of Grace, to 
make them capable of meriting. And this was the true 
Reaſon of the Anathema, againſt thoſe who ſhould deny 
\ thezrue Merit of Good Works. 


V. Df the Number of Sacraments. 


The Council of Trent pronounces an Anathema in theſe 

Seſ.5. Can. 1, Words, If any one [atk that the Sacraments of the new 
Law were not all appointed by Jeſus Chriſt our Lord, or 
Phat they were more or fewer than Seven, viz. Baptiſm, 
Confirmation, Euchariſt, Penance, Extreme Unition, Or- 
ders and Matrimony, or that any one of theſe is not truly 
and properly a Sacrament, let him be Anathema. 


But what is it to be truly and properly a Sacrament ? 

It had been very reaſonable to have defined a Sacra-» 
ment firſt truly and properly,before ſuch an Anathema pal- 
ſed. But that defeCt may be ſaid to be ſupplied by the 

6 Catch. Tri. Roman Catechiſm, publiſhed by Authority of the Coun- 
FA dent. Part. 2. Cil; and there we are told, that 4 Sacrament i 4 ſenſible 
; 44 8: thing, which by divine Inſtitution hath a power of cauſing 
as well as ſignifying holineſs and righteouſneſs. So that to 
| a true and proper Sacrament two things are neceflary : 
V4 1. That it be of Divine Inſtitution. 
2. That it confer Grace oz thoſe who partake of it. 
And by theſe we muſt examin the Catholick Tradition 
about the number of Sacraments. 
— Bellarmin ſaith, that all their Divines, and the whole 
aram. 1.2. Church for 5co years, viz, from the time of the Maſter of 
ach the Sentences, have agreed in the Number of the ſeven Sa 
craments. Here 
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Here we ſee is a bold Appeal toTradzzion for 500 years; 
but although, if it were proved, it cannot be ſufficient 
to prove an Apoſtolical Tradition ; for the Fathers might 
for a thouſand years have held the contrary ; and I do not 
think one clear Teftimony can be produced out of Anti- 
quity for that number of Sacraments,#r/y ſo called ; yet 
I ſhall at preſent wholly wave the debate of the former 
times, and confine my ſelf to Bellarmin's 500 years ; and 
I hope to make it appear there was no Univerſal T radi- 
tzon tor it within his own time. 

For Alexander Hales (who wrote, ſaith Poſſevin, his . 
Summ of Divinity by order of Innocent IV. and it was ap- 
proved by Alexander IV. with ſeventy 
Divines, ) affirms, there were but Four #quttuor —_ proprie die 
proper Sacraments ; now if this were the Joe gs nia 
Catholick Tradition then, That there were alex. Halenſ.Part.4.9.5.04.3.4-2. 
Seven proper Sacraments, how could this 
DoQrine paſs, and be ſo highly appreved ? He faith far- 
ther, that Chriſt himſelf only appointed two, viz. Baptiſm 
and the Lord's Supper ; and for the ret, he ſaith, it may Mend. 2. 4-1. 
be preſumed the Apoſtles did appoint them by Chrift*s Di- 
rection, or by divine Ir ſpiration. But how can that be, 
when he ſaith, the Form even of thoſe he calls proper Sa- 
craments, was either appointed by our Lord or by the Church ? 
How can ſuch Sacraments be of divine Inſtitution, whoſe 
very Form is appointed by the Church ? He puts the 
Queſtion himſelf, why Chriit appointed the Form oaly of 
Two Sacraments, when all the Grace of the Sxcraments 
comes from him ? He anlwers, becauſe theſe are the prin- atemb.z, 4.2. 
cipal Sacraments which unite the whole man in the body [*#. 3+ 
of the Church by Faith and Charity. Burt yet this doth 
not clear the Difficulty, how thoſe can be proper Szcra- 
ments, whoſe Form is not of Divine Inſtitution ; as he 
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grants in the Sacrament of Pexance and Orders,the Form 
is of the Churches Appointment. | 

And this will nor only reach to-this great School Di- 
vine, but to as many others as hold it 1n the Churches 
Porer to appoint or alter the Matter and Form of fore 
of thoſe they call Szcraments. For, however they may ule 
the Name, they can never agree with the Council of 
Trent in the Nature of the Seven Sacraments, which ſup- 
poſes them to be of Divine Inftitution, as to Matter and 
Form. And fo the Divines of the Church of Rome have 
agreed (ince the Council of Trex. vi 

Bellarmin hath a Chapter on purpoſe to ſhew,zhat the 
Matter and Form of Sacraments are ſo certain and deter- 
minate, that nothing can be changed in them ; and this de- 
termination muft be J God himſelf. Which, hefaith, «s 
moſt certain among them ; and he proves it by a ſabſtan- 
tial Reaſon, viz. becauſe the Sarraments are the-Canſes of 
Grace ; and no one can give Grace but Gol, and therefore 
none elſe can appoint the Eſſentials of Sacraments but he, 
and therefore he calls it Sacrilege to change even the mat- 
ter of Sacraments. . 

Swarez aſlerts, that both the Matter and. Form of Satra- 
ments are determined by Chriſts Inſtitution, and as they 
are determined by him, they are neceſſary to the making of 
Sacraments, And this (he aith) atſolutely ſpeaking, 
de Fide,or an Article of Faith. And he proves it from the 
manner of Chriſt's inſtituting Baptiſm and the Eucha- 
riſt, and he urges the ſame Reaſon, becauſe Chrift only can 
confer Grace by the Sacraments,and therefore he muſt appoint 
the Mattey and Form of them. 

Cardinal Lugo affirms, that Chriſt hath appointed both 
Matter and Form of the Sacraments,which he proves from 
the Council of Treat. He thinks Chriſt might have gran- 
ted a Commiſſion to his Church to appoint FO, 
whic 
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whach he would make efficacious, but he reither believes thit 
be bath done tt, or that it was fitting to be done. | 

Perrelf : Senito Joſeph faith, rhat although the Council Pet. Sande. 
of Trent doth not expreſly affirm the Sacraments to be im- i 5-9 
medrately inſtituzed. by Chriſt ; yet it is to be ſo under- 1, 1.c. 3 
ſtood, And although the Church may appoint Sacramenta. 
lia, z.e. Rites about the Sacraments ; yer Chriſt himſelf 
muſt appoint the Sacraments themſelves; and he concludes, 
that no Creature can have authority to make Sacraments con- 
ferring Grace ; and: therefore he declares #het Chriſt did 
appoint the Forms of all the Sacraments himſelf, although 
we do not read them 'in Scripture.” *' 

If now it appears that ſome-even of. the Church of 
Rome before the Council .of Trees, did:think it in the 
Churches Power to appoint or alter the Matter and Form 
of ſome of thoſe they called Sxrramerrs, then it will evi- 
dently follow they had got the ſame Tradition abour 
the Seven Sacraments which 1s there deliver'd. 


Of Chriſm. 


The Council of Trent declares the, matter of Confir- Conc. Trid, 
mation to be Chriſm, viz. « Compoſition made. of Oyl of Þ* Cvnfm. 
Olive and Balſam ; the one to ſiznifie the clearneſs of Con. and —JUGD 

cience, the other the Odonr of a good Fame, ſaith the Coun- Peerer. Vnis- 
cil of Florence, But where was this Chriſm appointed "" 
by Chriſt ? Marſilivs ſaith from Petrus Aureolus, that Mariil. is 
there was a Controverſie between the Divines and Canoniſts 1114 45+ 
about this matter ; and the latter affirmed that Chriſm was My 
not appointed by Chriſt, but afterwards by the Church ; and 
that the Pope could diſpenſe with it ; which he could not 
an if it were of Chriſts Inſti: ution. 

Petrus Aureolns was himielf agreat Man in the Church Aureol is 4. 
of Rome; and after he had mentioned this difference,and 4 7+ & *- 

named 
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named one Brocardus (or Bernardws) with other Cang- 
riſts for it ; he coth not affirm the contrary to be a Ca- 
cholick Tradition ; but himſelf aſſerts the Chr not to 
be neceſſary to the Sacrament of Confirmation ; which he 
muſt have done if he had believed it of Divine Infſtitu- 
| tion. 
= Gregory de Valentia on the occaſion of this Opinion of 
Palt.o-* theC anoniſts, that Confirmation might be without Chriſm, 
ſaith two notable things. 1. That they were guilty of 
Hereſie therein : for which he quotes Dominicus Soto. 
2. That he thinks there were no Canoniſts left of that 
mind, If not, the Change was greater ; ſince it is 
Guico Bri- certain they were of that Opinion before. For Guido Bri- 
Fn. a...” arſon atteſts, that there was a difference between the Di. 
vines and Canoniſts about this matter ; for Bernard the 
Gloſſer and others held, that Chriſm was not neceſſary to 
it, becauſe it was neither appointed by Chri#t nor his Apo- 
les, but in ſome ancient Councils. 
Puil.Antiſl.io Gil. Antsſiodorenſis long before mentions the Opinion 
4+742.9. of thoſe who ſaid rhat Chriſm was _—_— by the Church 
after the Apoſtles times; and that they confirmed oniy by 
impoſition of hands ; but he doth not condemn 1t ; only 
' he thinks it better to hold that the Apoſtles uſed Chriſm, 
although we never read that they did it. But he doth not 
lay that Opinion only on the Caroniſts ; for there were 
Divines of great note of the ſame. For, 
Bonav. in Bonaventure ſaith, that the Apoſtles made nſe neither of 


Conc, I. 


4.7-4.14-2. their Matter nor Form in their Confirmation ; and his Re- 

ſolution is, that they were appointed hy the Governors of the 
Alex. p.4- 9:9. Church afterwards ; as his Maſter Alexander of Hale had 
m:mb.l. ſaid beforehim, who attributes the 1»ſtiturion of both 


to a Council of Means. | : 
Jac. deVitr, Cardinal de Vitr/aco ſaith, that Confirmation by Impoſt- 
2 %; why tion of Hands was from the Apoſtles ; but by Chriſm from 
3g the 
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the Church ; for we do not read tha; the Apoſtles uſed it. 
Thomas Aquinas confeſſes there were different Opinions 


about the Inſtitution of this Sacrament ; ſome held that it |, 


was not. inſtituted by Chriſt nor his Apoſtles, but afterwards 
in 4 certain Council. But he never blames theſe for con- 
traditing Catholick Tradition although he diſlikes their 
Opinion. 

Cajetan on Aquinas ſaith, that Chriſm with Balſam was 
appointed by the Church after the Primitive times ; and 
yet now, this muſt be believed to be eſſential to this Sa- 
crament ; and. by Conink it ſeems to be. heretical to deny 
it, For he affirms, that it ſeems to be an Article of 
Faith that Confirmation muſt be with Chriſm, and no Ca- 
tholick, he ſaith, mow denies it. Which ſhews, that he 
believed the ſenſe of the Church not to have been always 
the ſame about it. 

But others ſpeak out, as Gregory de Valentia, Suarez, 
Filltucins and Tanner, who lay ablolutely, it is now 4 
matter of Faith to hold Chriſm to be eſſeritial to Confirma- 
tion; and that it is now not onely erroneous but heretical 
to deny it, Their Teſtimonies are at large produced by 
Petrus Aurelius, or the famous Abbat of S.Cyrany. And 
even he grants it to be Hereſie ſince the Council of Trent ; 
but he yields that Alenſis, Bonaventure and de Vitrizco 
all held that Opinion, which was made Hereſie by it. 
From whence it fo:low's, that there hath been a change 
in the DoCtrine of the Roman Church about Confirma- 
tion by Chriſm. For if it be Hereſie now to aſſert rhat 
which was denied uv ithout any reproach before, the Tra- 
dition cannot be ſaid ro continue the ſame. 
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Thus we have ſeen there was no certainTradirtion for 


the Matter of this Sacrament, and as little is there for 


the Form of it. * Which is, Conſizno te ſizno Crucis, & 


confirmo te Chriſmate ſalutis in nomine Patris, &c. But 
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Sirmondus produces another Form out of S. Ambroſe , 
Dens Pater omnipotens, qui te regeneravit ex Aqua & 
Epiritr Sanito, conceſſitque tibi peccata tua, ipſe te ungat 
in vitam aternam. And from thence concludes the pre- 
{ent Form not to be ancient ; and he confeſles that both 
Matter and Form of this Sacrament are changed. Which 
was an ingenuous Conteſſion ; but his adverſary takes 
this Advantage from it ; that then the Sacrament it ſelf 
muſt le changed, if both Matter and Form were ;, and then 
the Church maſt be a very unfaithful keeper of Tradition; 
which Ithink is unanſwerable. Suarez propoſes the Ob- 
jection fairly both as to the Matter and Form of this $4. 
crament, that we read nothing of them in Scripture, and 
Tradition is very various about them ; | but his Anſwer is 
very inſufficient, viz. that though it be not in Scripture, 
net they have them by Tradition from the Apoſtles ; now 
that is the very thing which Szrmo»dus dilproves, and 
ſhew that the Church of Rome is clearly gone off from 
1radition here both as to Matter and Form. 


Of Orders. 


] proceed to the Sacrament of Ordeys. Tt it impoſſible 
for thoſe of the Church of Rome to prove this a true and 
proper Sacrament, on their own Grounds, For, they 
aſſert that ſuch a one muſt have Matter and Form ap- 
pointed by Chriſt , but that which they account the Mar- 
zer and Form of Orders were neither of them of Chriſt's 
Inſtitution. The Council of Florezce, they ſay, hath de- 
clared both ; the matter is that, by the delivery whereof the 
Order is confer 'd, as that of Prieſthood by the delivery of 
the Chalice with the Wine, and the Paten with the Bread ; 
and the Formis, Accipe poteſlatem offerendi Sacrificium in 
Eccleſia pro vivis & mortuis. Now if neither of _ 
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be owned by themſelves to have been appointed by 
Chriſt,then it neceſſarily follows, that they cannot hold 
this to be 4 true and proper Sacrament. Impoſition of 
hands they grant was uſed by the Apoftles, and ſtill con- 
tinued in the Chriſtian Church ; and Bell/armen confel- 
les that nothing elſe can be proved by Scripture to be the 
external Symbol in this Sacrament. And others are for- 
ced to ſay, that Chriſt hath not determined the Matter 
and Form of this Sacrament particularly, but hath left a 
latitude init for the Church to determin it. Which in 
my opinton is clear giving up the Cauſe, as to this Sa- 
crament. 

Ir is obſerved by Arcudizs, that the Council of Trent 
- doth not declare the particular Matter and Form of this 
Sacrament, but only in general, that it is performed by 
words and external ſigns, Seſl. 23. c. 3. From whence 
he infers, #hat rhe outward Sign was left to the Churches 
determination ;, and he faith, that Chrift did particularly 
appoint the Matter and Form of ſome Sacraments, as of 
Baptiſm, and the Lord's Supper, and Extreme Unttion, 
but not of others ; and therefore in the Sacrament of Or- 
2.0 Fun ſaith, 9% kf no more but that 8 

ould be conveyed by ſome wiſible ſign ; and [o it may be 
either by the For nan 4 the Veſſels, 5 by the torn of 
hands, or both. But we are to conſider that the Councll 
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of Florence was received by the Council of Trent ; and” 


that it is impoſſible to reconcile this Doftrin with the 
general Definition of a Sacrament by the Roman Cate. 
chiſm, viz. that it is a ſenſible thing which by the Inſti- 
tution of Chriſt hath a power of cauſing as well as ſigui- 
fying Grace ; which implies that the'external Sign which 
conveys Grace mult be appointed by the Authour of 
the Sacrament it ſelf; or elſe the: Church muſt have 
Power to annex Divine Grace to its own appointments. 
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But here lies the main difficulty, the Church of Rowe 
hath altered both Matter and Form of this Sacrament 
from the primitive Inſtitution ; and yet it dares not dif- 
allow the Ordinations made without them, as is noto- 
Ti0us in the Cale of the Greet Church; and therefore 
they have been forced to allow this latitude as to the 
Matter and Form of this Sacrament ; although ſuch an 
allowance doth really overthrow its being a true and 
proper Sacrament on their own grounds. 

Yet this Dottrine hath very much prevailed of late 
among their chief Writers. Cardinal Lego confeſles, 
that of old Prieſthood was conferred by impoſition of Hands 
with ſuitable Words; and he ſaw it himſelf” ſo done at 
Rome, without delivering the Veſſels by Catholick Greek 
Biſhops. He faith farther, that the Fathers and Councils 
are y plain for the conferring Priefthood by impoſition of 
hands, that no one can deny it ; but yet he muſt juſtifie 
the Roman Church in aſluming new Metter and Form, 
which he doth by aſſerting that Chriſt left the Church at 
liberty as to them. 

Nicol. Tſambertus debates the point at large, and his 
Reſolution of it is, that Chriſt determined only the gene- 
ral matter, but the particular fign was left to the Church ; 
and he proves by Induition that the Church hath appointed 
the external ſign in this Sacrament, and as to the Order of 
Priefthood he proves that Impoſition of hands was of old 
an eſſential part of it, but now it is only accidental. 
Franciſcus Hallier confeſles the Matter of this Sacra- 
ment to have been different in different times. In the 
Apoſtles times and many Ages after, hardly any other 
can be found but impoſition of hands, as he proves from 
Scripture and Fathers, He carries his proofs down as 
low as the Syzod of Aker in the time of Ludovicus Pins, 
and the Council of Meanx, 4. D. 845. but ——__ 
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he faith, has by the Council of Florence and the common 
Opinion of their Divines, the delivery of the Veſſels ts the 
eſſential matter of this Sacrament. Here we finda plain 
change in the Matter of a Sacrament owned after the 
continuance of above 8co years ; and yet we muſt be- 
lieve the Tradition of this Church to have been always 
the ſame. Which is impoſlible by the Confeſſion of their 
own Writer. He cannot tell juſt the time when the 
change was made, but he concludes it was before the 
time of the YVetus Ordo Romanus, which mentions the 
Vellels. 

Petrus a Santto Joſeph ſaith, that by Chrift*s Inſtitution 
there is a latitude allowed in the matter of Orders ; but 
he ſhews not where ; but he thinks, of ze ſelf it _ 
in the delivery of the Veſſels, but by the Popes permiſſion 
Impoſition of Hands may be ſufficient, Which 1s a Do- 
Arin which hath neither Scripture, Reaſon nor Tradi- 
tion for it. 

Foh. Morinus ſhews that there are five Opinions in the 
Church of Roxze about the matter of this Sacrament. 
The firit and mot common is that it conſiſts in the deli- 
wery of the Veſſels. The ſecond, that Impoſition of Hands 
together with that makes up the matter. The third, that 
they convey two different powers. The fourth, that VUnition 
with Impoſition of Hanas is the matter. The fifth,that Ins- 
poſition of Hands alone is it ; and this, faith he, the whole 
Church, Greek and Latin, ever owned ; but he faith, he 
can bring two demonſtrations againſt the firſt, i.e. againſt 
the general ſenſe of the now Roman Church. 1. From 
the Prattice of the Greek Church, which never uſed it. 
2. From the old Rituals of the Latin Church, which 40 
not mention them ; and he names ſome above 800 years 
old ; and in none of them he finds either the Matter or 
Form of this Sacrament, as it is now practiſed in the 
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| Church of Rome ; nor in Iſidore, Alcuinns, Amalarins, 
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Rabanus Maurus, Valafridus Strabo,although they wrote 
purpoſely about theſe things. He thinks. ir was firſt re- 
ceived into the publick Cffices in the tenth Age. Afﬀter- 
wards he ſaith, he wonders how it came about that any 
ſhould place the eſſential Matter of Ordination only in de- 
lzvery of the Veſſels, and exclude the Impoſition of Hands, 
nhich alone is mentioned by Scripture and Fathers. And 
again he ſaith, zt ſtrikes im with aſtoniſhment that there 
ſhould be ſuch an alteration, both as to Matter and Form. 
And ar laſt he ſaith, Chriſt hath determined no particular 
Matter and Form in this Sacrament. 

But ill the Difficulty returns, how this can be a zrue 
and proper Sacrament, whole Matter and Form depend 
on divine Inſtitution, when they confeſs there was 
no divine Inſtitution for the Matter and Forms in Or- 
aers ? 

Bellarmin (as is proved before) hath a Chapter on 
purpole to prove that the Matter and Form of Sacraments 
are ſo determimd, that it is not lawful to add, diminiſh 
or alter them ; and he charges it on Euther as a part of 


his Herelie, that no certain Form of words was required 


to Sacraments : and he makes it no leſs than Sacrilege to 
change the Matter of them. So that all ſuch who. hold 
the Matter and Form in Orders to be mutable,muſt either 
charge the Church of Rome with Sacrilege, or deny Or- 
ders to be a true and proper Sacrament. ; 


of 
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Of the Sacrament of Penance. 


The next new Sacrament is that of Penance. They are 
agreed, that Matter and Form are both neceſſary toa 
true and proper Sacrament, The Matter is the external 
or ſenſible Sign; and what is that in this New Sacrament? 

There are two things neceflary to. the Matter of a Sa- 
crament : | 

1. That it be an External and ſenſible Sign; which 
S. Auguſtin calls an Element in that known Expreſſion, 
Accedat verbum ad Elementum, & fit Sacramentum; which 
Bellarmin would have underſtood only of Baptiſmthere 
ſpoken of ; but S. Auguſtin's meaning goes farther ,as ap- 
pears by his following Diſcourſe , and immediately he 
calls a Sacrament werbum wviſibile ; and therefore.cannot 
be applied to Wordsas they are heard, for {o they have 
nothing of a Sacramental ſign in them. , How then can 
Contrition make up apy part of the Matter of a:Secra- 
ment, When it is notextermal? How can Confeſſion, when 
it is no viſible ſign, nor any permanent thing as an Ele- 
”ent muſt be ? how can ſatisfattion. be any part of the 
' -Sacrament, which may be done when the Efed of the 
Sacrament 1s over 1n Abfolution ? 


Aug. in Joh. 
Tr, 80, 


2. There muſt be a Reſemblance between the Stew and * 


the T hing fenifies. W hich St. Auguſtin is ſo peremptory 

in, that he denies there can be any Sacrament where there 

#s no Reſemblance. And from hence, he ſaith, the Signs 

take the name of the Thing lignifizd ; as after a certain 

_— the Sacrament of the Body of Chriſt is the Body of 
rift, 


And this was looked on as ſo neceflary,. that Hugo de Suarez. 
Sanito Vittore and Petcr Lombard both put it. into the Difs. : 
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tt ts the viſible appearance of Inviſible Grace, which bears 


the [imilitude, and is the Cauſe of it. But this is left out 
of the Detinition in the Roman Catechiſm, and Suarez 
thinks it ot neceſſary, for the ſame Reaſon ; becauſe it is 
very hard to underſtand the ſimilitude between words ſpo- 
ken in Confeſſion, and the Grace ſuppoſed to be given by Ab- 
ſolution, ' any more than in the words of Abrenuntiarion,and 
the Grace of Baptiſm. How can the Att of the Peritent 
ſ1gnifie the Grace conveyed in Abſ9lution? For there is 
no effect of the Sacrament till Abſolution, by their own 
Confefion ;, and: therefore the Atts of the Penitent being 
antecedent to it, and of a difterent nature from it, can 
—cnragy ſuch Reſemblance with it,as to ſignifieor repre- 
ent it. 

However the Councils of Florence and Trent have de» 
clared, that the As of the Penitens, viz. Contrition,Con> 


Sef. 14. c. 3. fefſion and Satisfattion,are as the matter in the Sacrament. 


Bell. de penir. 
E. 1. 6.16.Soto 
inl.z. ſem. d. 
I4 9. I. 
Vaſq. in 3.f. 
V. 34 Art. 1. 
n, 9. 


Quaſi materia : What isthis quaſi materia? Why not, are 
the matter ? 1s not true matter neceſſary to a true Sacra- 
»:ent ? If there be. none trxec here, then this can be but 
quaſi Sacramentum, as it were a Sacrament, and not truly 
and properly ſo. But if it be tr#e matter, why is it not 
ſo declared ? But common Senſe hindred them, and not 
the difference between the matter here and in other Sa- 
craments. For in the Definition of Sacramerrs they were 
to regard the Truth, and not the kind of Matter. They 
are not ſolid and permanent Matter, ſaith Bellarmin ;, not 
Matter externally applied, ſaith Soto ; wot any Subſtance 
but humane As, ſaith Vaſquez ; but none of theſe clear 
the point. For till if it be 7rue Matter of a Sacrament, 
why was it not ſo declared? Why ſuch a term of Diminu- 
tion added, as all men muſt underſtand it, who compare 
ic with the expreſſions about the other Sacraments * : 


But 
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But they knew very well there wasa confiderablePar- 
ty in the Church of Rome, who denied the As of the 
Penitent to be the Matter or Parts of this Sacrament. The my 
Council of Colen (but little before the Council of Trent ) 3 £ —_ 
excludes the Afts of the Penitent from any ſhare in this 


Sacrament : which Bellarmiu denies not, but blames Is w_ 


Gropperus, the ſuppoſed Author of the Enchiridion. But 
Gropperus was thought fit to bea Cardinal as well as Bed- 

larmix ; and certainly knew the T rad;tion of the Church 

if there had been any ſuch in this matter. The Council 

of Florence, it is plain, he thought not tobe a ſufficient 

declarer of it. No more did Foh; Major, who after it ders- Major. in 4. 
ed this Sacrament to con(iſt of Matter and form, or that nem "M 
the As of the Penitent were the parts of it, So. did Ga- Biel in 4.4ift. 
briel Biel, who refutes the contrary Opinion, and faith + © 2: 
Contrition can be no part, becauſe it is no. ſenſible ſign;and 
ſatisfattion may be done after it, So that he cuts off 
twoparts in three of the Matter of this pretended Sas 
crament. 

Guido Brianſon, who lived after the Council of Flo- Brianſon is 
rence {ſuppoſes no certain Tradition in the Church about- Sm %. 
this matter ; but he ſets down both Opinions with their "© 
Reaſons, and prefers that which excludes the Aits of the 
Penitent from being parts of the Sacrement ; although the 
Floxentine Council had declared the contrary. 

Dur anaus rejefts two parts in three of thoſe declared Purand.in 4. 
by the two Councils, and for the ſame Reaſons mentio- # 7% '* 
ned by Brel, 

Ockam abſolutely denies all three to be Parts of the $4. Yam in 4. 
crament, And ſo did S:otus before him ; whoſe words COS "PY 
are remarkable, De Pezitentie Sacramento aico, quod ſent. diſt. 16. 
ills tria nullo modo ſunt partes ejus, viz. Theſe three are by = ** 

110 means any part of the Sacrament of Penance; and yet the 
Council of Trent not only declares that they are ſo,but 
denounces. 
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denounces an Anathemaapainſt him that denies them to 
be required, as the Matter of -the Sacrament of Penance. 
And let any one by this judge what Catholick Tradition 
it proceeded upon ; when ſome of the greateſt Divines 
in the Church of Rowe were of another Opinion. 

As to the Form of this Sacrament the Council of Trent 
denounces an Anathema againſt thiſewho affirm Abſolution 
to be only declarative of the Remiſſion of Sins: and yet 
I thall prove that this was the more current Do&trin, 
even in the Church of Ree, up to the Maſter of the 
Sentences,  - 

Gabrzel Biel ſaith, the ancient Doftors did commonly 
follow it; but it was ſuppoſed by Scotus, becauſe zt ſeemed 
fo take off from the efficacy of Abſolution, and v1! pnry 
ly make it no Sacrament, which js 4 cauſe of Grace. But af- 
ter he hath ſet down Scotus his Arguments, he ſaith,chax 
Opinion were very deſirable, if it had any Foundation in 
Scriptureor Fathers. And to his Arguments he anſwers, 
that true Contrition obtains Pardon with God, before Sa- 
cerdotal Abſolution, but not with the Church ; and that 
Contritson ſuppoſes a deſire of Abſolution ; which will ne- 
ver hold to make Abſolution to confer the Grace of Re- 
miſſion, if the Sin be really forgiven before. For what 
is the deſire of the Pcnitent to the force of theSacrament 
adminiſtred by the Prieſt ? And he faith, they all grant, 
that by true and ſufficient Contrition the ſin is forgiven 
without the Sacrament in at, i.e. the actual receiving ab- 
ſolution. So that here was an univerſal Tradition as to 
the Power of Contrition, but in the other they had diffe- 
rent Opinions. 

Marſilias ſaith, that God forgives ſin upon Contrition 
Authoritatively ; the Prieſts Abſolution is miniſterial in 
the Conrt of Conſcience, and before the Church. And thoſe 

ſins which God firſt abſolves from principally and ——_ 
| GOLF 
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cally, the Prieſt afterwards abſolves from in 'right of the 
Church, as its Miniſter, 

Toſtatus ſaith, that the Prieſts Abſolution follows God's, Toſtat. De- 

Ockam, that the Prieſts then bind and looſe, when they J y apa 
ſhew men to be bound or looſed; and for this he relies on Ockamin1.4. 
the Maſter of the Sentences. 4:9- 4.4. 4d 1, 

Thomas de Argentina, that the Power of the Kgys doth T1gn. te ar- 
extend to the Remiſion of the fault which was done before gent. 1. 4. | 
by Contritios ; but it tends to the Increaſe of Grace in the Piſ18 a 3- 
Perſon. | 

Gulielmus Antiſſiodore, that Contrition takes away the Gul. Antiſ, 
guilt and puniſhment of Sin, as to God and Conſcience, but * #1 25+ 
not as to the Church, for a man is ſtill bound to undergo 
the Penance which the Church enjoyns him. 

Bonaventure, that Abſolution preſuppoſes Grace ; for no ggravent.4. 
Prieſt would abſolve any one whom he did nat preſume God dift.18. q.1. 
had abſolved gr | | | | 

| Alexander Hales, that where God doth not begin in Ab. Alex.Halenſ. 
ſolution, the Prieſt cannot make it up. no rs 
But the Maſter of the Sentences himſelf moſt fully han- yer. Lomb. 
dles this point; and ſhews from the Fathers, that God *- +: 4. 18. 
alone can remit ſin both as to the Fault and the Puniſhment **” © 
due toit. And the Power of the Keys, he faith, #s like 
the Prieſts. Judgment about Leproſie #n the Levitical Law, 
God healed On, "52" 8 and the Prieſt declared him healed. 
Or as our Saviour firſt raiſed Lazarus, then gave him to 
his Diſciples to be looſed. He is looſed before God, but not 
in the face of the Church but by the Prieſts Tudament. Ano- 
ther way, he faith, Prieſts bind by enjoyning Penance, and 
they looſe by remitting it, or readmitting Perſons to Cons 
munion upon performing it. | 

This Dottrin of Peter Lombaerd's is none of thole in 
quibus Magiſter noz tenetaur ; for we lee he had followers 
of great Name, almoſt to the Council of Trenes. But it 

hap- 
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happened,that both Th. Aquinas and Scotus agreed in op- 
poling this Doctrin; and the Franciſcans and Dominicans 
bearing greateſt ſway in the Debates of the Council of 
Trent, what they agreed in, paſled for Catholick T radi- 
tion. And Vaſquez 18 in the right when he faith, his 
Dodtria was condemned by the Conncil of Trent ; and ſo 
was Scotns, when he ſaid, that it did derogate from the 
Sacrament of Penance ; for in truth it makes it but a »0- 
minal Sacrament, ſince it hath no Power of conferring 
Grace; which the Council of Trext makes neceſſary to a 
true and proper Sacrament, 

The main Point in thts-Debate is, whether zrze cox- 
trition be required to 4Abſolation or not ? Which Scorus 
{aw well enough and argues accordingly. For none of 


- them deny, that where there is true Contrition, there is 
- immediately an Ab/olrtion before God; and if this. be re- 


quired before the Prieſts Abſolutzon,he can have no'more 
to do, but to pronounce or decfare him abſolved. But 
if ſomething leſs than Contrition do qualifie a Man for 
Abſolution, and by that Grace be conveyed, 'then the 
Power of Abfolution hath a great and real Effe&t ; for it 
puts a Man intoa Szare of Grace which he had not been 
1n without it, And from hence came the Opinion, that 
Attrition with Abſolution was ſufficient ; and they do not 
underſtand the Council of Treni's Dottrin of the Sa- 
crament of Penance, who deny it, as will appear to any 
one that reads the 4th Chapter of the Sacrament of Pe- 
nance, and compares it with the 7, an4 8 Canons about 
Sacraments in general, It is true that Contrition is there 
faid to have the firſt place in the 4s of the Penitent ; 
but obſerve what follows : True Contretion reconciles a 
Man to Ged, before he receives this Sacrament, What hath 
the Prieſt then to do, but to declare him reconciled ? 
But it ſaith not without the deſire of it, Suppole not, yet 
tne 


for the Seven Sacraments. 


the thing is done upon the deſire,8 therefore the Prieſts 
Power can be.no more than declarative. And that fuch 
a Deſire is fo neceſſary as without Contrition avails 
not,is more than the Council hath proved,and it is bare- 
ly wy to maintain the Neceſſity of going to the 


Prieſt for Ab/olution ; and fo it will be no more than a 
Precept of the Church, and not a condition of Remiſſion 
in the Sacrament of Penance. But afterwards,it declares 
that imperfett Contrition or Attrition doth diſpoſe a Man 
for the Grace of God in this Sacrament ; and by the gene- 
ral Canons, the Sacraments do confer Grace where Men are 
diſpoſed. So that the Council of Trert did rightly com- 
prehend the force of -the Power of Abſolution, which it 
gave to the Prieſt in the Sacrament of Penance. 

But what Cartholick Tradition could. there be for the 


-Þ 


Dotctrin of the Councilof Trent in thismatter, when Ha- Hadrian 


adrian 6. (little before it declares, it was 4 great difficul- 
ty among the Dottors, whether the Keys of Prieſthood did 
extend to the Remiſſion of the Fault © And for the Nega- 
tive he produces Pet. Lombard, Alex. Alenſ. and Bona- 
venture , and faith, that Opinion is probable, becauſe the 
Priefts Power of binding and looſing is equal , and as they 
cannot bind where God doth not, for they cannot retain the 
fins of a true Pengtent ; fo neither can they looſe where God 
aoth not, 4. e, where there is not 7rue Contration. Bur be- 
caule he ſaith others held the contrary Opinion, and had 
probability on their ſide too, therefore he would determine 
zothing. Notwithſtanding this, in a few years after, the 
Council of Trext finds no difficulty, no Probability in 
the other Opinion ; but determines as boldly, as if there 
had been an Univerſal Tradition their way ; whereas the 
contrary cannot be denied by any that are converſant in 
the DoQtrin of their Schools. Bur it was the mighty Pri- 
vilege of the Council of Trent, to make the DoQrins of 
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Thomas and Scotms, when they agreed, to be Articles of 

Faith ; and to denounce Anathema's againſt Oppoſers, 

although they reached to ſome of the greateſt Divines 

_ own Church, within Bezlarmin's compals of 500 
ears. 


Of Extreme Unition. 


Weare now to examin another pretended Sacrament, 
viz, of Extreme Vndtion. The Council of Trent declares 
this to be a true and proper Sacrament, and denounces an 
Anathema againſt him that denies it to be inſtituted by 
Chriſt, and publiſhed by St. James ; or that it confers Grace 
and Remiſſion of Sins '; or that affirms it was appointed 
for bodily Cures, It farther declares from the place of 
St. James interpreted by Tradition, that the Matter is Oil 
conſecrated by the Biſhop ; The Form, that which is now 
ſed, Per iſtam unQtionem, &Cc. the Effet?, the Grace of 
the Holy Ghoſt in purging away the remainder of Sin, and 


ſtrengthening the Soul ; and ſometimes bodily cures, when it 


7s expedient for the Health of the Soul. So that thepri- 
mary Intention of this Sacrament muſt reſpe& the Soul, 
otherwiſe it 15 granted, it could not be a #rue and proper 
Sacrament. So Suarez faith in this Caſe, If the external 
Sign be not immediately appointed for a ſpiritual Effet, it 


.cannot prove 4 true Sacrament of the New Law ; no not al- 


though the bodily cure. were deſigned for the ſtrengthning of 
Faith. And from hence he proves, that when the Apo- 


ftles are ſaid to anoint the ſick, and heal them, Mark 6.13. 


this cannot relate to the Sacrament of Unttion, becauſe their 


cures had not of themſelves an immediate reſpedt to the 


Soul. The ſame Reaſon is uſed by Bellarmin, Sacramen- 


ta per ſe ad animam pertinent, ad corpus per accidens aut 
certe ſecundario. The ſame is affirmed by Maldonat, al. 


though 
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though he difters from Be/larmin about the Apoſtles 
anointing with Oil, which Bellarmin denies to have been 
Sacramental for this Reaſon, but Maldonat affirms it ; 
and anſwers other Arguments of Bellarymin, but not 
this. 


Gregory de Valentia carries it ſarther, and ſaith, thar if Greg, de val. 


the anointing with Oil were only a Symbol of a miraculous 
Care, it could be no Sacrament ; for that is a Medium to 
convey ſupernatural Grace, and then it would laſt no longer 
than the Gift of Miracles. | 

So that we have no more to do, but only to prove 
that by the Tradition of the Church St. James his anoint- 
ing was to be underſtood with reſpett to bodily cures in 
the firſt place. | 

We cannot paſs over ſo great a Man as Cajetan, who 
wrote on that-place of St. James, not long before the 
Council of Trexf, and a good while after the Council of 
Florence, which relies on this place for this Sacrament of 
Unition, But Cajetar ſaith, it doth not relate to it, be- 
cauſe the immediate effett is the cure of the Party in Saint 
James ; but in this Sacrament the dirett and proper effett 


is. Remiſſion of Sins, All that Catharinus hath to ſay Cath. 4mor. + 


againſt this, 1s, that the bodily cure is not repugnant to it ; 
but what is this to the purpoſe, when the Queſtion is, 
what is primarily deſigned in this place ? 

The School Divines, from Peter Lombard, had gene- 
rally received this for a Sacrament ; but the Canoniſts 
denied it, as appears by the Gloſs on c. Vir autem de Se- 
cund. Nuptiis Decret, Gregor. Tit, 21, where it is ſaid, 
that this Unition might be repeated, being no Sacrament 
but only Prayer over a Perſon, The Roman Corredors 
Cry Out zt #s "_— by the Council of Trent ; but the 
Gloſſer knew no ſuch thing ; and if it were {> only by 
the Council of Trent,” then not by any Catholick Tradi- 

gion 
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tion before. For, I ſuppoſe matter of Hereſje muſt 
reach to the Canonifts, as well as the Divines, | 

But the plaineſt determination of this matter will be by 
the ancient Offices of the Church ; for it they reſpeQed 
bodily Cures 1n the firſt place, then it is owned there 
could be no Tradition for any Sacrament in this Unttton. 

In the ancient Ordo Romanss it 1s called Benediit;o Oles 
ad omnem Languorem quocunque tempore. I delire to know 
whether the Oz/ fo conſecrated be chiefly deſigned for 
the Body or the Soul. And in the Office it ſelf, this place 
of St. James is mentioned : And then follows, Te Domine 
peritiſſonum Medicum imploramus, ut virtutis tus Med:- 
cinam in hoc Oleum propitius infundas. And a little after; 
Profit Pater Miſericoraiarum, febribus & dyſenterja la- 
borantibus, profit paralyticis, cacis & claudis ſimulque vex- 
atitiis, with abundance more ; which maniteſtly ſhews 
that this conſecrated 0-7 was intended primarily for the 
cure of Diſeaſes. 

In the Ambroſean Form, the Prayer is, Infunde ſanit;- 


ficationem tuam huic Oleo, ut ab his que unxerit membra, 


fugatis inſidiis adverſarie poteſtatis, ſuſceptione preſentis 


Olei, Santti Spiritus Gratia ſalutaris debilitatem expellit 
> plenam conferat ſoſpitatem, Where the effeCt relates 
to the ſoundneſs of the Members anointed, and not to 
the Sins committed by them. 

In the Gregorian Sacramentary,publiſhed by Menardas, 
there is a Prayer wherein this place of St. James is men- 
tioned ; and preſently it follows,Cura queſumus Redemp- 
tor noſter gratia Spiritus Santti languores iſtius infirmi,@c. 
and immediately before the anointing, Sava Domine in- 
firmum iſtum,cujus ofſa turbata ſunt,c. and while he was 
anointing, the Patient was to {ay, Sana me Domine ; 
and where the pain was greateſt, he was to be ſo much 
more anointed, «67 plus dolor inminet amplius perungatur, 


While 
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While the reſt were anointing, one of the Prieſts was to 
pray, priſtinam & immelioratam recipere merearis ſani- 
tatem ; what was this but bodily health ? and yer this 
was per hanc Sacraments Oles Uniionem : after which 
=— a long Prayer for Recovery from Pains and Diſ- 
eaſes, 

. And ſuch there are in the ſeveral Offices publiſhed by 
Menardus, in his Notes; although the general ſtrain of 
them ſhews that they were of latter times, when the 
VUndion was ſuppoſed to expiate the Sins of the ſeveral 


Senſes. 
| Caſſander produces many inſtances to ſhew, that the C—_ note. 
Prayers and Hymns,and the Form of anointing did reſpett ,;,g3. * 
bodily health. In one he finds this Form, In nomine 
Patris, & Filis, & Spiritus Saniti accipe ſanitatem. 
Not the health of the Mind, but the Boay. 
Maldonat takes notice of Caſſander's Offices, and the Y21donat. de" 
. . acramen exir. 
expreſſions uſed in them ; but he gives no anſwer tothe y,z. ,. .. 
main deſign of them. But three things he owns theChurch 
of Rowe to have varied from the ancient Tradition in, 
with reſpe& to this Sacramene. 1, As tothe Form; the 
Council of Trext owns no other but that now uſed, Per 
iftam Unitionem, &c. but Maldonat confelles it was In- 
dicative, Ego te wngo, &c. or Ungo te Oleo ſantto, Fc. 
and he runs to that ſhift, zhat Chriſt did not not determin 
any certain Form, whereas the Council of Trent faith, 
the Church underſtood by Tradition the other to have 
been the Form, Here the Council of Trent makes an 
appeal to Tradition, and is deſerted in it, by one of its 
moſt zealous defenders ; and Gawachens affirms this to Gamacli. de 
be an eſſential Change; and hz thinks the Sacrament not FX": 0% 
to be valid in another Form. Suarez thinks the other xuarcz in 3. 
Form not ſufficient. Bat Maldonat affirms the other Form 1". Diſp.44. 
_ was wſed ; and ſo at that time, there was no Strament 3 
of 
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of extreme Union, becauſe not adminiſtred ina valid or 
ſufficient Form. And yet in the Gregorian Office the Form 
is Indicative, Inunzo te de Oleo ſantto, &c. So in that 
of Ratolaus, Ungo te Oleo ſanitificato in nomine Patrjs,@&c- 

In the Tilian Codex, Inunzo te in nomine Patris, & Fils, 
& Spiritus Saniti, Oleo ſanity atque ſacrato, &c. Ia the 

Codex Remigti the general Forms are Indicative, Vngo 
te Oleo ſandto,&c. but there being a variety of Forms iet 
down, among the reſt there is one, Per :/tam Unittonem 
Dei, &c. Which afterwards came to be the ſtanding 
Form ; an4 yet the Council of Trext confidently appeals 

to Tradition in this matter. Which ſhewed .how very 


little the Dzvzres there met were skilled in the Antiqui- 


Suarez 7b1id, 


ties of their own Church. Suzrez ſhews his skill when 
he faith, the Tradition of the Roman Church is- infallible 
in the Subſtance of this Sacrament, and that it always «- 
ſed a deprecative Form , but Maldonat knew better, and 
therefore on their own grounds their Tradztion was more 
than fallible ; ſince the Roman Church hath aQtually 
changed the Form of this Sacrament. 2. Maldoxat ob- 
ſerves another charge, and that is as to the Seaſon of 
adminiſtring it. For the Council of Trent ſaith it ought 
to be in Exitu Vite, and therefore it 1s called Sacramen- 
tum Exeuntium, the Sacrament of dying Perſons; but 


Mald. ib. 9: 3 Maldonat ſaith, it is an abuſe to give it only to ſuch.; 


for, in the ancient Church, they did not wait till the par- 
ty were near death; . but, he ſaith, it was given before 
the Euchariſt, and that not once, but for ſeven days tope- 


ther, as ts plain, he ſaith, inthe ancient MS. Offices;and he. 


quotes Albertus Magnus for it. So that here is another 
oreat changein the Roman Tradition obſerved and owned 
by him. 3. In not giving it now to Children; for in 
the ancient Writers he ſaith, there z5 no exception, but it 
was uſed to all that were ſick ; and he quotes Cuſ/anus for 


ſaying 


be 
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ſaying expreſly that it was anciently adminiſtred to In- 

fants. But the reaſon of the change was-the DoCtrin 

of the Schoolmen ; for with their admirable Congruities 

they had fitted Sacraments for all forts of fins ; as Bellar- Bell: de Sacr. 
»in informs us ; Baptiſm againſt Original Sin, Confirma- * * ©: 26. 
tion againſt Iofirmity, Penance againit aFual Mortal Sin, 
Euchariſt againlt Malice, Orders againſt Ignorance, Ma- 
trimony againit Concupiſcence ; and what 1s now left for 
"Extreme Unition? Bellarmin faith, they are the Re- c. 2. 
mainders of ſin ; and {0 ſaith the Council of Trent. Put _ 
what Remainders are there in Children, who have not 

aCtually ſinned, and Orzginal fin is done away already ? 
Therefore the Church of Rome did wiſely take away 
Extreme Untition from Children ; but therein Maldonar 
confeſſes. it is gone off from Tradition. I know Ale- 

gambe would have Maldonat not believed to be the Au- 

thor of the Books of the Sacraments ; but the Preface 

before his Works hath cleared this beyond contradiQtion 

from the MSS. taken from his Mouth with the day and 

year compared with the Copy printed under his Name. 

But if Ma/donat may be believed, the Church of Rowe 

hath notoriouſly gone oft from its own Traditios as to 

this Sacrament of Extreme Unition, | 


Of Matrimony. 


The laſt new Szcrament is that 'of Matrimony; which 
having its inſtitution in Paradiſe, one would wonder 
how it came into mens heads to call it « Sacrament of 
the New Law, inſtituted by Chriſt ; eſpecially when the 
Grace given by it ſuppoſes Mankind in a fallen condi- 
tion, Hower the Council of Trex denounces an Ane- ., -.; 
6 : : ; onc. Trid. 
thema againſt him that ſaith that Matrimony is not truly $:J. 24. c. 1. 
: O and 


Vaſyq. de Szcy, 
Mairim. Diſp. 
2. Go I 


G Zo 
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end properly a Sacrament, one of the Seven of the Evan. 


gelical Law, inſtituted by Chrift. 


That which is r7»/y and properly a Sacrament muſt be 
a Cauſe of Grace, according tothe general Decrees about 
the Nature of Sacraments. So that thoſe who do not 
hold the latter, muſt deny the former. 

Now that there was no Tradition even in the Roman 
Church for this, I prove from the Confeſſion of their own 
moſt learned Divizes ſince the Council of Trext. | 

V :ſquez confeſſes that Duranaas denies that it confers 
Grace, and conſequently that it is truly a Sacrament, 
{but he yields it in a large improper ſenſe) and that the 
Canoniſts were of his Opinion ; and that the Maſter of the 
Sentences himfelf aſſerted no more than Durandus. And 
which adds more to this, he confeſſes that Soto durſt 
not condemn this Opinion as heretical, becauſe Thomas, 
Bonaventure, Scotus and other Schoolmen did only look 
on their own as the more probable Opinion. Bur, ſaith 
he, after the Decree of Eugenius and the Council of Trent 
it is heretical. | 

Gregory de Valentia ſaith the ſame thing, only he adds 
that the Maſter of the Sentences contraditts himſelf. So 
certain a deliverer was he of the Churches Tradition;and 
wonders that Soto ſhould not find it plainly enough in 
the Councils of Florence and Trent, that a true Sacras. 
ment muſt confer Grace. 

Maldonat yields, that Durandus and the Canoniſes. de- 
nied Matrimony to be a proper Sacrament, but he calls 
them Carholicks imprudently erring. 

Bellarmyrn denies it not ; but uſes a difingenuous ſhift 
about Daranans, and would bring it to a Logical Nicity, 
whereas t' very Arguments he pretends to anſwer, 


Mw plainly that he denied this to be 4 wrue and proper 


Sacrament. 


But 


| for the Seven Sacraments. 
' . But he offers ſomething conliderable about the Caro- 
niſts if it will hold. 

1. That they were but « few, and for this he quotes 


Navarr, that the common Opinion was againſt them ; for Navar. Man. 
which he mentions the Rabrick de Sponſ. but I can find * 2? * 2> 


nothing like it through the whole 7 zr/e; and it 15 nor at 
all probable that ſuch Men as Hoſtienſis and the Gloſſer 
ſhould be ignorant of, or oppoſe the common Opinion. 


Floſtienſis faith plainly, that Grace is not conferr'd by Ma- Hoſtienſ.Sum, 


trimony, and never once mentions any Opiriox among = 
them againſt it ; and the G/ofſer upon Gratian affirms it 
ſeveral times, Cauf. 32. q. 2 c. Honorantur, Is hoc Sacra- 
mento n0u confertur Gratia Spiritus Santti ſicut in aliis, 
The Roman CorretFors could not bear this; and ſay in 
the Margin, imo confert ; this is plain contradiCting ; 
but how is 1t. proved from the Caron Law ? They refer 
ko Diſt. 23. c. his tettur, v. pro beneficits, Thither up- 
on their Authority I go ; and thereT find the very fame 
thing faid, and in the ſame words ; andit is given as a 
Reaſon why Symony cannot be committed in Matrimony as 
7n other Sacraments, and in both places we are referr'd 
to 32 9.2.6, conmbia,and to TI. q. x. c. quicquid inviſibilis, 
the former is not very favourable to: the Grace of Matre- 
20ny ; and inthe latter the Glofs ts yet more plain, if is 
be poſſible, Note Conjugtum non efſe de his Sacramentis 
que conſolationem celeſtis gratia tribunnt, There the 
CorredFors fairly refer us to the Council of Trenxr,which 
hath decreed the contrary. But that is not to our bu- 
lineſs, bur whether the Canoniſts owned this or not. 
And there it follows, that other Sacraments do ſo fienifie 
as to convey, this barely ſignifies, So that I think Bellar- 
®1z had as good have given up the Cangniſts, as to make 
{o lame a Defence of them. 


O 2 2. He 


LOO 


Durand. is 


ſen. 1.4. Diſt. 
2G. 4. 3+ 
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2. He ſaith we are xot to rely on the C my theſe 
thirgs, but on the Divines, But Duranden faith, the 
Canoniſts could not be ignorant of the Doitrin of the Ro- 
man Church ; for ſome of them were Cardinals ; and he 
gives a better Reaſon, viz. that the ſenſe of the Roman 
Church was to be ſeen in the Decretals, For therefore 
Marriage was owned to be a Sacrament 1n the large 
ſenſe, becauſe of the Decree. of Lucius Ill. Extra de he- 
ret..c. a4 abolendam ; but the Schoolmen argued from 
Probabilities and Niceties in this matter, which could 
not ſatisfie a Man's underſtanding ; as appears by Durazx- 
aus his Arguments, and Bellarmin's Anſwers to them. 

1. Where Sacraments confer Grace, there muſt be a Dz- 
vine Inſtitution of ſomething above Natural Reaſon, but 
there is nothing of that kind in Matrimony, beſides the 
franifying the Union between Chriſt and his Church ; and 


. therefore it is only a Sacrament in 4 large, and n0t in 4. 


proper ſenſe. | 

In anſwer to this Belarmin ſaith, that it bath ſignifies 
and __ a Love between Man and Wife, as there is 
between Chriſt and his Church. 

But Vaſquez ſaith, that the Reſemblance as toChriſt and 
his Church in Matrimony, doth not at all prove a promiſe of 
Grace made toit. And Baſiltus Pontius approves of what 
Vaſquez ſaith, and confeſles, rhat it cannot be infer'd from 
bence that it is 4 true and'proper Sacrament. 

2. Here is nothing External added, beſides the mere 
Contract of the Perſons; but the nature of a Sacrament: 
impli.s ſome external and viſible ſign. 

Bellarmin anſwers, that it is not neceſſary there ſhould 
be in this Sacrament any ſuch extrinſecal ſign ; becauſe it 
lies in a mere Contract, And that I think holds on the 
other ſide, that a mere Contract cannot be a Sacrament, 


from their own Definition of a Sacrament. | 
3. The 


m—_ 


m_—_— _LL— 


condemned as contrary to any determination of the Church. 


for the Seven Sacraments . 


* 3. The Marriage of Infidels was good and valid, and 
their Baptiſm adds nothing to it ;, but it was no Sacrament 
before, and therefore not after. 

Bellarmin an{wers, that it becomes 4 Sacrament after. 0 
And lo there is a Sacrament without either Matter or 
Form ; for there is no new Marriage. | 

4. Marriage was inſtituted in the time of Innocency, and 
is 4 natural Dittate of Reaſon, and therefore no Sacra- 
ment. | 

Bellarmin aniwers, that it was no Sacrament then, be- 
cauſe there was no need of Sacramental Grace, And al- 
though the Marriage of Adam and Eve did repreſent the 
Union between Chriſt and his Church ; yet it was no proper 
Sacrament. But how doth it prove that it is a Secra- 
»ent upon any other Account, under the Goſpel ? And 
if that doth not imply a promiſe of Grace, then how can 
it. now ? 

So that Durendws his Reaſons appear much ſtronger 
than Bellarmiss Anſwers. 

But Durau#dss urges on2 thing more, which Bellar- 
min takes no notice of, viz, that this Opinion of the Ca- 
noniſts was very well known at that time, and was never 


Now, if there had been any conſtant Tradition even of 

the Church of Rome agiinlt it,it is impoſſible theſe Cano- 

niſts ſhould have avoided Cenſure ; their Opinion. being 

ſo much taken notice of by the Schoolmen after wards. 

Jacobus Almain aith, it was a Controverſie between the Ca- *lmain in 4. 
noniſts and Divines, whether Matrimony was a Sacram?nt ; OS 
not all the Divines neicher; for he conteiles Duranans and 

others ſeemed to agree with them, What Univerſal Tra- 

dition then had the Council of Trext to rely upon in this 

matter? When all the Canonifts, according to A/main, 


and ſome of the Divines, oppoſed it ? He ſets down their 
dite- 
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different Reaſons ; but never alledges matter of Faith,or 
Tradition againſt them, but only faith, the Devines hold | 
the other Opinion, becauſe Matrimony is one of the Seven 
Sacraments. But on what was the Opinion of the Ne- 
ceſſity of Seven Surraments grounded ? W hat Scripture, 
what Fathers, what Tradition was there, before Perer 
Lombard, tor juſt that number ? 


The Senſe of the Greek Church about Seven Sucra- 


MENTS. 


But before I come to that, it 1s fit to take notice of 
what Bel{armin lays great weight upon, both as to the 
Number of the Sacraments in general, and this in parti- 
cular ; which is, the conſent of both the Greek and Latin 


Seer o1.c-ds Church for at keaſt 500 Tears, But L have ſhewed there 


was no ſuch Conſert, as is boaſted of even in the Latin 
Church. As to the Greek Church, he ſaith, it is an argu- 
ment of Univerſal Tradition, when they hadthe ſame Tra- 
dition even in their Schiſm. ** 

To this I Anſwer. 


1. We do not deny that the latter Greeks, after the 
taking Conſtantinople by the Latins,did hold Seven Myſte- 
ries ; which the Latins render Sacraments. For after there” 
were Latin Patriarchs at Conſtantinople, and abundance 
of Latin Prieſts in the Eaftern Parts, they had perpetual 
Diſputes about Religion ; and the Latzzs by degrees did 
gainupon them in ſome points ; and particularly in this 
of Sever Sacraments, for the Latins thought it an advan- 
tage to their Church to boaſt of ſuch a Number of Sacra- 
ments ; and the Greeks that they might not ſeem to come 
behind them, were willing to embrace the ſame Num- 


ber, 
The 


for the Seven Sacraments. | #03 


- The firſt Perſon among them whois ſaid to have writ- 
ten about them, was Sizzeoz Biſhop of Theſſalonica,whotn 
Poſſevix ſets at a greater diſtance, that the Tradition 
might ſeem ſo much elder among them; (for he makes omg —_ 
him to have lived 600 years before his time ; ) but Leo 
Allatias hath evidently proved, that he lived not two Leo Allat. de 
hundred years before hin (which is a conſiderable diffe. ©919st 2: 
Tence,) for Simeon dyed but fix months before the taking De simeon. 
of Theſſalonica, A.D.1430,as he proves from Joh. Anagno- "Ik þ. 1356 
fa, who was preſent at the taking it. From hence it ap- ** 
pers how very late this Traditios came into the Greek 
Church. EE 

After him Gabriel Severus, Biſhop of Philadelphia, 
wrote about the Seven Sacraments, and he lived at Venice 
in Arcudius his time, who wrote ſince Poſſevin;arid Cym- 
ſins wrote to this Gabriel A. D. 1580, and he was conſe» Crufii Turs 
crated by Feremias A. D. 1577.50 that neither his Autho- ©** 
rity, or that of Jemenzas, can (ignifie any thing as to the 
Antiquity of this Tradition among the Greeks. 


Leo Allatius talks of the old as well as Modern Greeks, Leo Allat. de 


who held Seven Sacraments,but he produces the Teſtimo- concord. L 3. 
ny only of thoſe who lived ſince the taking of Conftanti- © © + 
nople ; as Fob the Monk, Simeon, Fohannes Paleodlogus, Fe 
remias, Gabriel, Cyrillus Berrhoenfis, Parthenins, and 
ſuch like : But he very craftily faith, he produces theſe to 
let us ſee they have not gone off from the Faith of their 
Arceſtors, whereas that is the thing we would have ſeen, 
viz, the Teſtimony of the Greeks before, arid not after- 
wards. As to the awcient Greeks, he confeſſes they [ay 
nothing of the number. De numero apnd eos altam filenti- "9: 
weſt. And how could therebea Tradition in ſo much 
ſilence ? Bur ſome ſpealt of ſome, and others of others, 
but all ſpeak of all, This isa very odd way to prove a 
Tradition of a certain Number. For then, fome might 

| believe 
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belieye Three, , others Four, others Five, but how can 
this prove that all believed juſt Sever ? However let us 
ſee the Proof. But inſtead of that he preſently ſtarts an 
Objettion from the pretended Dionylius Areopagita, viz. 
That where be deſigns to treat of all the Sacraments, he ne- 


. ver mentions Penance, Extreme Unttion, and Matrimony ; 


and atter a great deal of rambling Diſcourſe, he concludes 
that he did ill to leave them oat ; and that others Anſwers 
are inſuffictent. He ſhews from Tertullian, Ambroſe and 
Cyril that the neceſſary Sacraments are mentioned ; but 
where are the reſt ? and we are now enquiring after 
them in the ancient Greek Church ; but they are not to be 
foun 1. As one may contideatly affirm, when one who 
profeſſed ſo much skill in the Greek Church, as Leo Alla- 
zius, hath no more to ſay for the Proof of it, 


2. Thoſe Greeks who held Seven Sacraments, did not 
hol4 them in the Senſe of the Council owl rent. And that 


for two Reaſons. 
1. They do not hold them all to be of divine Inftitu- 


tion, Which appears by the Patriarch Feremias his An- 


\ ſwer to the Tubing Divines, who at firlt ſeems:towrite 


agreeably to the Church of Rowmein this matter,(except 
abont Extreme UnCtion ; ) but being preſſed hard by 
them in their Reply ; he holds zo the Divine Inſtituticn 
of Baptiſm, and the Euchariſt, but gives up the reſt, as 
inſtituted by the Churches Authority. W hich is plain gi- 
ving up the Cauſe. How.then comes Be/larmin to in- 
{ſt ſo much on the Anſwer of Feremzas ? The Reaſon 
was, that Socolovius had procured from Conſtantinople 
the Patriarch”s firſt anſwer,and tranſlated and printed it; 
upon which great Trjumphs were made of the Parri- 

arch's Conſent with the Church of Rome ; but when theſe 
Divines were hereby provoked to publiſh the whole pro- 
ceedings, 
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ceedings,thoſe of the Church of Rome were unwilling to 
be undeceived ; and ſo take nonotice of any farther An- 
1wer. Since the time of Jeremias, the Patriarch of Ale- 
xandria, (as he was after wards,) Metrophanes Critopulus Metroph. - 
publiſhed an Acconat of the Faith of the Greek Church ; _ 
and he ſaith expreſly of Four of the Seven, that they are - 
Myſtical Rites, and equivocally called Sacraments. And 
from hence it appears how little Reaſon Leo Allatins had Leo Allat. de 
tobe angry with Cauces, a Latinized Greek,like himſelf, (734: Ec: 
for affirming that the modern Greeks did not look on theſe Orient). 2, 
Sacraments as o Divine Inſtitution ; but after he hath gi- © 77: 
ven him ſome hard words, he offers to prove his Aſſerti- 
on for him. To which end he not only quotes that 
paſlage of the Patriarch Jeremzas, but others of Fob and 
Gregorias ; from whence he infers, that Five of the Sa- 
craments were of Eccleſiaſtical Inſtitution, and he ſaith 
nothing.to take it off, Soadmirably hath he proved the 
Conſent of the Eaſtern and Weſtern Churches ! 

2. They do not agree in the Matter,or Form, or ſome 
eſſential! part of them, with the Council of Trent, and 
therefore can make up no Tradition for the Dotfrin of 
that Council about the Sever Sacraments, This will be - 


made appear by going through them 


io5 


1. Of Chriſm. - 


1, As to the Form, Arcudins ſhews, that Gabriel of arcnq, a: 
Philadelphia, Cabaſilas anda Marcus Ephelius, : all place Concord, 1. 2- + 
the Form in the Conſecration of it ; but the Churchof Rome © © 
makes the Form to lie in the Words ſpoken in the Uſe of 
i. 

2. As to the Miniſter of it. Among the Greeks ir is 
commonly performed by the Presbyrer, though the Bs+ 
ſhop be preſent ; but the Council of Trent denounces an 

P | Ang- 
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concil. Tris. Anathema againſt him that ſaith, the Biſhop alone 3s not 
d: confirm. the ordinary Miniſter of it. 


' if 1-0 : MR 
De $2074 3. As to the CharaFer. The Council of Trent declares 
ws hs that whoſoever affirms that Confirmation doth not imprint 


an indelible Charatter, ſo a5 it cannot be repeated is Ana- 

Arc. 1. 2.” thematized ; but Arcudins ſhews at large, x wh the moders 

© 1 15» 2» Greeks make no ſcruple of reiterating Confirmation. But 

Catumſrrit, Catumſyritus, another Latinized Greek, oppoles Arcudins 

Per uriuſg; herein ; and faith, that rhe Uſe of Chriſm among the 

Prol-5. p.114, Geecks, doth not relate to the Sacrament of Confirmation, 
but was a Symbolical Ceremony relating to Baptiſm; and 
for this he quotes one Corydaleus a Man of great Note in 
the Patrtarchal Church at Conftantinople, Therefore Cau- 
cas had reaſon to deny that theGreeks recetvethat which 
the Latins call the Sacrament of Confirmation. And if 
this hold, then the Tradition of the Seven Sacraments 
muſt fail in the Greek Church. For they deny that they 
have any ſuch thing as a Sacrament of Confirmation di- 
itintt from Bapti/m. 


2, Of the Satrament of Penance. 


bt 1. The Council of Trext declares Abſolution of the Pe- 

; oy . Tid. nitent to be 4 judicial At, and denounces an Anathema a- 
? Penit, arp a_e | 

c.6, can, 5." gainſt him that denies it ; but the Greek Church uſes a des 

precative Form, (as they call it,) not pronouncing Abſo- 

lation by way of Sentence, but by way of Prayer to God. 

W hich as Aquinas obſerves, rather ſhews a Perſon to be 

£1-3-P-3-34- abſolved by God than by the Prieſt, and are rather a Prayer 

© that it may be done, than a ſignification that it is done ; 

2nd therefore he looks on ſuch Forms as inſufficient. And 

if it be a judicial S-atence, as the Council of Trext deter- 

mines,it can hardly be reconciled to ſuch a Forms, where- 


ia n0 kind of judicial Sentence was ever pronounced , as 
| Arcu- 
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Arcaudins grants ; and in Extreme Unftion, where ſuch a Arcud de 
s Concord, 4. l. 


Form 15 allowed, there is,as he obſerves, no Judtcial A. 4. 
But he hopes at laſt to bring the Greeks of by a Phraſe 

uſed in ſome of their Forms, I have you abſolved ; but he #370 
confeſles it is not in their Pub/:ick Offices;and their Prielts 

for the moſt part uſe it not. Which ſhews it to be an 
Innovation among the Latinizing Greeks, if it be {o ob- 

ſerved, which Catumſyritus denies, and faith, he proves Catumſyritus 
it only from ſome Forms granted by Patents,which are not Se S , 
Sacramental ;, and ſuppoſing it otherwiſe, he ſaith, z# is 

fooliſh, falſe and erroneous to ſuppoſe ſuch a Form tobe 

valid ; becauſe it is ns Fudicial ACt. 

2. The Council of 7 rezt makes Confeſſion of all Mortal Cori. Trid. 
Sins, how ſecret ſoever, to be neceſſary in order to the © 7*"*** 5: 
benefit of Prieftly Ab/olation 1n this Sacrament, and de- 
nounces an Arathems againſt thoſe that deny it ; but the 
Greek Church grants Abſolution upon ſuppolition that they 
have not capfeſſed all Mortal Sins: ASappears by the Form 
of the Patriarch of Antioch, produced by Arcadins, and arcygy, 355. 
another Form of the Patriarch of Conſtantinople, in Jere- 
mias his Anſwer. Arcudins is hard put to it, when to 
exculs' this he ſaith, they only pray to God to forgtve them ; 
tor this is to own that a deprecative Form 15 infufficient, 
_ ” that there 15 no Sacrament of Penance in the Greet 

arch. 


Can, 7. 


3. Of Oraers. 


The Greet and Latiz Churches differ, both as to 1ar- 

ter and Form. The Council of Trent Anathematiſeth thoſe 
who deny a viſivle and exeternal Prieſthood in the New Te- Sd. 23. de 
ſtament ; or a Power of conſecrating and offering the true 
Body and Bloud of Chriſt, and 5 ana retamnimg 
C2 of 


Sact. Ordin. * 
Ci. t. 
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.of Sins, And this two-fold Power the Church of Rome 
expreilles by a double Form, one of delivering the Veſ- 
ſels with Accipe Poteſtatem, 8&c. the other of Impoſition 
of Hands, with Accipe Spiritum Sanctum. | 
But the Greek Church wholly omits the: former, 'on 
which the greateſt weight is laid in the Latin Church, 
and many think the Eſſential Form lies in it. '* When the 
Office of Ordination is over, the. Book of the Litargy, cal- 
led www 1s delivered to the Presbyter, but without 
any words ; and there 1s no mention of it in their Rz- 


tuals,cither Printed or MSS. ſo likewiſe a parcel of conſe- 


crated Bread is delivered by the Biſhop to him afterwards. 
And all:the Form is, The Divine Grace advances ſuch an 
one to the Office of a Presbyter. | = 

. If we compare:this-with the Form: in the Council of 
Florence, we ſhall find no agreement either as to Matter 
or Form, inthis Sacrament, between the Greek and La- 
tin Churches. . For there the Matter is ſaid to be that by 
which the Ordey is conferred, viz. the delivery of the Cha- 
lice with Wine, and the Paten with the Bread ; and the 


Form, Receive the Power of offering Sacrifice for the Li- 


wing and the Dead. And it is hardly poſſible to ſuppoſe 
theſe rwo Churches ſhould go upon the ſame Tradztion. 
I know what pains Arc«di#s hath taken to reconcile 
them ; but as long as the Decree of Eugeniusſtands,and 
is received in the Church of Roe, it is impoſſible. And 
Catumſyritus labours hard to prove, that he hath endea- 
wvoured thereby to overthrow the whole Order of Prieſthood 
in the Roman Church, 
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4. Of Extreme Undion. 


Bellarmin particularly appeals to the Greek Church for Bell. de Extr. 
its conſents to this Secramert ; but if he means in the © 4+ 
' modern ſenſe as it is deliver*d by the Councils of Florence 
| and Trent, he is extremely miſtaken. 

1. For the former ſajth, z 7s not to be given but to ſuch 
of whoſe death they are afraid ; and the Council of Trent 
calls it the Sacrament of dying Perſons. But the Greeks 
adminiſter their Sacrament of Unition to Perſons in health 
as well as ſickneſs,and once a year to all the People that 
will; which Arcadins ſaith, is not only done by the il. _— A 
literate Prieſts, but by their Patriarchs and Metropoli «. 4. 
tans, &c. and they look on then as « Supplement to 
the ancient Penance of the Church ; tor they think the 
partaking of the holy ©: makes amends for that : but 
this Arcudius condemns as an abuſe and innovation a- 
| mong them. But the original Intention and Deſign of it 
was for the Cure and Recovery of fick Perſons ; as Ar- 
cudius confeiles the whole ſcope of the Office ſhews ; and #: 339. 
in the next Chapter he produces the Prayers tothatend. <5. * 
And the Greets charge the Latins with Innovation in * 7-2: 493: 
giving this Sacrament to thoſe Perſons of whole Reco- 
very they have no hope. 

- 2. The Council of Trext requires that the- Oil of Ex- £9. Tril. 
treme UnCtion be conſecrated by a Biſhop ; and this the © **** v** 

| DotQtors of the Roman Church , faith Catumſyritus, Catumiyr. 
{ make eſſential to the Sacrament, But in the Greek 77 <onword. 


. Tr.1.P. 156. 
Church the Presbyters commonly do it, as Arcudins Aicui.1.s. « 
ſhews at large. | e. 2. 


5. Of 


Conc, Trid. 


Sefſ. 24. 
Can. 7. 


Eeil, de Matr. 
I, I. 6+ 16. 
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5. Of Matrimony. 


The Council of Trext from making this a Sacrament, 
denounces an Anathema againſt thoſe who do not hold 
the Bond indiffoluble, even in the Caſe of Adultery. And 
Bellarmin urges this as his firſt Reaſon, vecauſe zt 75 a 
ſign of the Conjunttion of Chriſt with his Church, But the 
Greek Church held the contrary ; and continues ſo to do, 
as both Bellarmin and Arcudins confels. 

So that though there be allow*d a conſent in the Vum- 
ber of Sacraments among the Modern Greeks, yet they 
have not an entire Conſent with the Roman Church in 
any one of them. 


The Senſe of other Eaftern Churches about the Sever 
Sacraments. 


But to ſhew how late this Tradition of Seven Sacra- 
ments came into the Greet Church, and how far it is 
from being an Univerſal Tradition, I ſhall now make it 
appear that this Number of Sacraments was never re- 
ceived in the other Chriſtian Churches, although ſome 
of them were originally deſcended from the Ancient 
Greek Church. 

I begin with the moſt Eaſtern Churches, called the 
Chriſtians of St. Thomas in the Eaſt-Indies. And we have 
a clear Proof that there was no Tradition among them 
about the Seven Sacraments. For when Alexizs Mene- 


ſes, Archbiſhop of Goa, undertook to reform them accor- 
| ding to the Roman Church, (if that may be called a Re- 


formation) and held a Council at Dzamper to that pur- 
poſe, A. D. 1599. he found that they had no Sacrament 
of Chriſm, or Penance, or Extreme Unition, of which 
they 
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they were utterly ignorant, ſaith Jarricus from Antonins 7+ Jarric. 
| Goveanus, who wasPrioy of Goa,and publiſhed the whole 7;. * pry 
proceedings. Which Book was tranſlated out of Portu+ «. 12. 
geſe by Joh. Baptiſta a Glano into French, and printed at 

Bruſſels, 1669. From whence the Author of the Cr:- 

tical Hiſtory of the Faith and Cuſtoms of the Eaſtern Na- ,,, .. 
tions hath given an Account of theſe things;and he ſaith, rizue, ch, 8. 
they owned but three Sacraments, Baptiſm, Enchariſt and 0? 194+ 
Orders ; that they knew nothingof the Sacrament of Chriſm , ,,. 
or extreme Undtion, and abhorred Auricular Confeſſion. 

But in excuſe of them he ſaich, that they joyned Confir- 2-112. 
mation with Baptiſm , as other Eaſtern Churches did ; 

that the Sacrament of Extreme Unttion as it is pradtifſed þ. 11; 
#1 the Church of Rome is known only to the Latin Charch ; 

but the Eaſtern Church had the Uniion of S. James for þ.13. 
the Care of Diſeaſes, as the Greek Church had. 

Cotovicus affirms the ſame of the other Eaſtern Churches Cotov. ttin. 
called Cheldeay, (whoarennder the' fame Patriarch with Hicrolol. © 
the Chriſtians of S. Thomas) that they knew nothing of a 
the Sacraments of Confirmation and Extreme Unition. 

This Patriarchts the ſame which is commonly called the 

Patriarch of Babylon ; whoſe Reſidence is at Mozal ; but 

called of Babylon, becauſe Selencia, after the defolation 

of the true Babylon had the name given to it [as it were 

caſie to prove, if 1t were pertinent to this deſign) and 

upon the deſtruCtion of Se/eucia the Patriarch removed 

firft to Bagdat and then to Mozal ; whoſe Juriſc1ction 

extends over all thoſe Eaſtern Chriſtians, which are cal- 

led Neſtorian. 

In the Abyffive Churches , Godjemns faith poſitively gagn, a: 

from thoſe who had been converſant among them, hat rebus 454Fn. 

they knew nothing of the Sacr arrents of Chriſm and Ex-** 35: 

treme Undtion ; and that all the Confeffion they have is 

neneral and rare; and that they have no Biſhops _— PEO. 
the 
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the Abuna, and believe the bond of | Matrimony eafily dif- 
ſolved. So that the Tradition of Seven Sacraments is 
wholly unknown to them, but as-it was impoſed by the 
Roman Diſioaaries; which impoſition was {o-1il received 
there,and brought ſuch Confufion and Diſorders among 

them, that they are for ever baniſhed. . 
” Clem. Gatan, In the Armenian Churches, Joh. Chernacenſis a Lati- 
1 Core, Eccleſ, nized Armenian laith, that the Armenians owned not the 
| I no, Seven Sacraments, that they knew nothing of Chriſm and 
p- 516. Extremes Undetion. Here we ſee a general conſent as to 
the total ignorance of two of the Sever Sacraments 1n 
Clem. Galan. theſe Churches. But Clemens Galanus, who had been 
Te. 3- P-439+ many years a Miftonary among the Armenians endea- 
yours to prove that they had the Tradition of the ſeven 
| Sacraments ; but very unſucceſsfully. For he produces 
none of their ancient Authors for it : but he names Yar- 
- tanus whom he ſets himſelf to confute afterwards; and 
] he confelles, that he took away the Sacrament of Penance, 
}p p.636. . and made Burial of the Dead to be-one of his ſeven, But 
[? more than that, he faith, eghe Armenian. Churches have 
2.60, forbidden ExtremeUni ion as the Neſtorians had done Auri- 
cular Confeſſion. So that nothing like a truly Catholiok 
Tradition can be produced for the Number of ſever Sa- 
craments either 1n the Church of Rome or elſewhere, 

within Bellarmin's own term of 500 years. 


I 2m now to give an account when this Number of 
ſeven Sacraments, came. into the Church, and on what 

Occaſions it was advanced to be a point of Faith. 
Hades, The firſt I can find who expreſly ſet down the Num- 
vide. de off- ber of ſeven Sacraments, was Hugo de 8. Vittore, who 
«5k 1.5.32: lived in the twelfth Century, not. long before Peter Lomn 
bard. But that there was an Innovation made by him 
in this matter, 1 ſhall make appear by comparing une 
e 
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he faith with what others had delivered who were ſhort 
of the Primitive Fathers. 

Rupertas Tuitienſis lived much about the ſame time in Rup. Tuic. 
Germany that Z7ugo did at Paris, and he gives a different gc vis. versi. 
Reſolution of the Queſtion about the Principal Sacra- * 12+ c 11. 
ments : For he names no more than Baptiſm,the Eucha- 
riſt and the double Gift of the Holy Ghoſt ; and, faithhe, 
theſe three Sacraments are neceſſary inſtruments of our 
Satvation. But Hugo faith, there are ſeven principal Sa- yygo a Sac. 
craments ; (which ſufficiently ſhews, that he thought /. 1. pert. g. 
there were other Sacraments beſides theſe; and fo he ex- © © 7: 
preſſes his mind in another place, where he makes all 

ſ1mbolical Signs to be Sacraments, but the principal Sa-- 
cram:nts he 1aith, are thoſe whichconvey Grace. | 

Pulbertus Carnotenfis lived in France in the beginning Fulb. Carnor. 
of the tenth Century ; and where he Diſcourſes of the Sa- 2% ** 
craments he names no more than Baptiſm and the Eucha- 

riſt. He calls the Body and Blood two Sacraments, and 
ſo did Rabanus Maurus before him. - De Inft. Cer. 

Who lived in the ninth Age, and-was a Perſon of great { 1-<. 31. 

Reputation; and he natnes no more Sacraments than Rab. Maur. 

| Baptiſm, and Chriſm,and the Euchariſt ; where he pro- "__ Cler. 
poſes to treat-of them ; and had as juſt an Occaſion to ' EF 
have mentiond the reſt, as Z7uyo had. But Be/armin 

faith, he handled all wherein the Clergy were concerned, Bell. de Sacr. 
and therefore omitted -nowe but Matrimony. But were © * © 27: 
not they concerned to know whether it were a Sacra- 

ment or not-2 The Queſtion is not whether he mention'd 

the things, -but whether he called: them Sacramenzs; but 

1 do not find Fxtreme Unitiow ſo-much as mention'd/by 

him in the-place herefers us-to. 

In the fame 4 ge, Walafridus Strabo,where he pur- Walaf. Strab. 
poſely diſcourſeth-of: the Sacraments names no' more © Ab. Ec! 
than Rabanus Maurus ; and this bad been-an-inexcuſable © © 7 

Q omiſſion 
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omiſſion in ſuch who treat of Zcc/efraſtical Offices;and: were 

to inform Perſons of their duties about them. And there- 

fore I lay much more weight on ſuch an omiſſion in them 

Paſch. Rad>. than in any other Writers. I know Paſchafins Radber- 


de cp. Oy. - 
ol x; toy tus mentions no more than: three Sacraments, Baptiſm, 
C. 3. Chriſm and the Euchariſt ; but Belarmin and Sirmondus 


fay he mention d them for Example ſake, becauſe it was 
not his buſineſs to handle the Number of Sacrament s:; 
but this Anſwer will by no means ſerve for thoſe who 
purpoſely treated of theſe matters ; and therefore an o- 
miſſion in them is an argument that they knew nothing 
of them. 
16, orie. 1.6, And this Argument will go yet higher; for in- the 
d: offciis. beginning of the ſeventh Century, Iidore of Sevil trea- 
ted of theſe matters, and he names no more than Bap- 
tiſm, Chriſm and the Euchariſt ; and he tells us, they are 
therefore called Sacraments, becauſe under the covering of 
corporeal things a ſecret and inviſible virtue is convey d 
to the partakers of them. And this very paſlage is en- 
tred into the Canon Law c.1. 9. tc. Multi Secularium,&c. 
and there it paſſes under the Name of Gregory I. but the 
Roman Corredors reſtore it to [pdore. 
To Deliver But it may be objefted, that Zvo Carnotenfis made:a 
2- þ. c.73- Collection of Canons before Gratian; who handles the 
Sacraments in his firſt and ſecond Part; and he ſeems to 
make the annual Chriſm to be a Sacrament ; for which 
he quotes an Epiſtle of Fab:anus, who faith it ought to 
be conſecrated every year, quia novum Sacramentum. eſt ; 
and this, he faith, he had by Tradition from the Apoſtles. 
Yiamb. ad.g Which Teſtimony the modern Schoolmen rely upon.for 
12. Dif. i, A ſufficient proof of this Apoſtolical Tradition. But this 
4. 3- Epiſtle i5 a notorious counterfeit , and. rejected by all 
mea of any tolerable Ingenuity in the Church of Rome. 
Thus we trace the Original of ſome pretended —_— 
radi= 
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Traditions into that Maſs of Forgeries, the Decretal E- | 
Pies, which was ſent abroad under the Name of 7/- 
ore. 
Tuo produces another Teſtimony from Zunocentias I. 199 i c. 75: 
to prove that Extreme nition was then owned for a kind 
of Sacrament, and therefore ought not to be given to Pe- 
vitents. If this Rule holds, then either Matrimony was 
no Sacrament, or Penitents might not marry ; but the 
Canoxiſts ſay even excommunicated Perſons may marry, 
but one of them faith, it is a ſtrange Sacrament excomma- ates cl, 
icated Perſons are allow'd to partake of. ; 
But this genus eſt Sacramenti ſignifies very little to 
thoſe who know how largely the Word Sacrament was 
uſed in elder times, from 7ertullian downwards. But 
our Queſtion is not about a kind of a Sacrament, but 
ftrift and proper Sacraments; and if it had-been then 
thought ſo,he would not have permitted any to adminiſter 
it z unleſs they will fay it is as neceſfary to Salvation as 
Baptiſm, which none do. It appears from hence, that 
there was then a Cuſtome among ſome in regard to 
S. Fames his Words, if Perſons were ſick, to take ſome 
of the Chriſm to anoint them, and to pray over them in 
hopes of their Recovery ; but this wasno Sacrament of 
dying Perſons, as it is now in the Church of Rome. 
If it had been then ſo eſteemed, S. Ambroſe (or who- 
ever was the Author of the Book of Sacraments) would 
not have omitted it, and the other ſupernumeraries , 
when he purpoſely treats of Sacraments ; the fame holds 
asto S. Cyril of Jeruſalem, And it is a poor evaſion to 
ſay, that they ſpate only to Catechumens ; for they were 
to be inſtructed in the Means and Inſtruments of Salva- 
tion as they make all Sacraments to be. 


Q z And 
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And itis to-as little purpoſe to fay, that they do not 
declare there are but tw? ; tor our buſineſs is to enquire 
for a Catholick Tradition for ſeven true and proper Sa- 
craments, , as the Council of Trent determines under an 
Anathema, But if we compare the Traditions for two 
and for ſeven together, the other will be found to have 
far greater Advantage; not only becauſe the two are 
mention'd in the eldeſt Writers, where the ſeven are 
not ; but becauſe ſo many of the Fathers agree in the 
Tradition, that the Sacraments were defigned by the Wa- 

ter and Blood which came out of our Sa- 
S.Chryf. in = Sow. 07. viour's fide. So S. Chryſoftom, S. Cyril 
A Os ps ad Flavian. of Alexandria, Leo Magnus, but above 
S. Aug. /n Joh. Tr. g. 15+ all S. — wr g/ hamm times inſiſts 

SO metre ces. upor this ; Whit ews that the 
D: "ano yr nt thought thoſe two to be the zrue = 
proper Sacraments of Chriſtianity ; how- 
ever there might be other Myſtical Rites which in a 

large ſenſe might be called Sacraments. 

As to the Occaftons of ſetting up this Number of ſever 
Sacraments, they were theſe. OM 

x. Some pretty Congruities which they had found out 
for them. The Number ſeven they obſerve was in re- 
queſt in the Levitical Law, as to Sacrifices and Purifica- 
tions. Naaman Was bid to waſh ſeven times. And Be/- 

Bell, & Sacr. 1979068 iD earneſt concludes that the whole Scrip- 

L.2.c, 26,  tareſeemed toforetell the ſeven Sacraments by thoſe things. 
But beſides, he tells us of the ſeven things relating to na- 
tural Life which theſe have an Analogy with; the ſeven 
forts of fins theſe are a rem?dy againſt, and the ſeven ſorts 
of Vertues which anſwer to the ſeven Sacraments. But 
none of all theſe prove any Catholick Tradition. 

2. Making no difterence between My/tical Rites con- 
tinued in Imitation of Apoſtolicai Practices, and rrue _ 

rea 
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zeal Sacraments. Tmmpoſition of Hands for Confirmation 

and Ordination is allowed to be a very juſt and reaſonable - 
Imitation of them ; and as long as the Miraculous Power 

of Healing Diſeaſes continued, there was a fair Ground 

for continuing the Practice mentioned by S..Fames ; but 

there was no Reaſon afterwards to change this into quite 

another thing, by making it a Sacrament, chiefly inten- 

ded for doing away the Remainders of Sin. 

3- Advancing the Honour of the Prieſthood ; by ma- 
king tliem ſo neceffary for the aQual Expiation of all 
forts of Sins, and in all conditions. For no Sacrament is 
rightly adminiſtred by the Council of 7rext without the 
Prieſt ; and therefore clandeſtine Marriages are declared 
void by it. And it pronounces an Anathema againſt thoſe 
who ſay any others than Prieſts can adminiſter Extreme 
@ndion ; however 1t appears that in the time of /yzocen- 
tius I. any might make uſe of the Chri/m when it was 
conſecrated by a Biſhop ; but they are grown wiſer in 
the Church of Rowe ſince thar time; and as they have al- 
tered a Ceremony of Caring into a Sacrament of Dying, fo 
they have taken Care that none but Prieſts ſhall pertorm 
that laſt Office, that the People may believe they can 
neither live nor dye without them. | 


VI. Df Auricular Confeſſion, - 


The Council of 7rex? declares, that the Univerſal __—_— 
Church always underſtood that Chriſt did inſtitute an entire panix.c. 5« 
Confeſſion of Sins ; and that it is received by Divine Right 
to all who fin after Baptiſm, becauſe our Lord Feſus Chrift 
before his Aſcenſion into Heaven, did leave Prieſts as 
his Vicars, to be Prefidents aud Judges, to whom all mor” 
tal fins were to be made known, and of which they were ” 

De 
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'Can. I, 
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The Power of the Keys to give Sentence, ſo as either to re« 
mit or retain them. 

It farther faith, That the moſt holy and ancient Fathers 
by a great and unanimous Conſent did uſe this ſecret Sacras 
mental Confeſſion from the beginning. 

And it denounces Anathema's, 7 

I. Againſt him that denies the Sacrament of Penance to 
te of Chriſt's Inſtitution. 

2. Againſt him that denies that our Saviour's words,Re- 
ceive ye the Holy Ghoſt Whoſe fins ye remit they are remit- 
ted, &c. are to be underſtood of the Power of remitting 
and retaining in the Sacrament of Penance, as the Ca- 
lick Church always underſtood them. 

3- Againſt him that denies Confeſſion to be a Part of it, 
or to have Divine Inſtitution, and to be neceſſary to Sat 
vation ; as it relates to all mortal though ſecret Sins. 

Thus we ſee the Senſe of the Council of Trent in this 
matter ; and I ſhall now make it evident there was no 
ſuch Catholick Tradition, as is here pretended for it, by 
the Confeſſion of their own Writers. 


I. As to the General Senſe of the Church. 
2. As tothe Founding it on Fohn 22. Thoſe fins ye re- 
mit, &c. 


r. As to the General Senſe of the Church. Maldonat 
reckons up Seven ſeveral Opinions among themſelves a- 


bout _— I. Of thoſe who denied it to be of Divine 
Right, but held it to be uſeful in the Church ; and for this 


he quotes Rhexanus and Eraſmus. 2. Of thoſe who wake 
it to be onely of Ecclefiaſtical Inſtitution ; and this, faith 
he, 7s the Opinion F4 all the Canoniſts. 3. Of thoſe who 
thought it came in by #poſtolical Tradition ; of which he 
reckons Theodore Archbiſhop of Canterbury, 4. Of ſome 

Drivines 
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Diwvines who held it to be inſtituted only by St. James. 
5. Of others who held it to be of Divine Right, and not 
inſlituted by the Apoſtles, but influnated by Chrift'; and 
for this he quotes Al:xander Hales, and Bonaventure. 
6. Of ſome who thouzht it inſtituted in the Old Teſtament. 
7, Of thoſe who held it inſtituted by Chriſt, but not as a 
Precept, but by way of Coancil; and for this he mentions 
Scotus and his Followers. 

Vaſquez reckons up among thoſe whoſe Opinions are Vaſquez in 3. 
not condemned, The Canoni/ts, Eraſmus, Bonaventure, anon 4 & 
Alexander Hales, and Scatus, who all differed from the ;. __— 
Council of Trex. 

Suarez mentions three Opinions among them. x. Of Suarez in 3+. 
thoſe who ſaid it was inſtituted in the Law of Nature. ke % 
2. Of thoſe who attributed it to the Law of Moſes. 3 Of 
thoſe who d. nyed any Inſtitution of it by way of Precept from 
Chriſt in the Law of Grace; and for this he quotes Hugo 
de Santo Viftore, Alexander Hales, and Bonaventure , 
and they went upon this Ground, that xo ſuch In/tituti- 
0x cou'd be proved either by Scripture or Tradition. | 

Gregory de Valentia Confeſles, ſome Catholick Authors _ _ 
.denied the Divine [uſtitution of Confeſſion ;. for which he pjp. 1. Pl 
produces the Canoniſts, and Eraſmus and Rhenanus. But Pand. 2. 
he thinks hey were not guilty of Herefie, becauſe they were 
ot obtinate ; but that is not our buſineſs, which is: to 
ſhew, that by their' own confeſſion there was not a con- 
ſtant Catho!ick Tradition in the Church abour it. 

Natalis Alexander, who hath lately pretended to an- Nar. Alex. 
ſwer Daille;, confeſles, that from the ninth to the thir- Food —_ : 
teenth Age , many Catholicks did hold, that Confeſſion to” © © 
God alone was ſufficient” to obtain Remiſſion of ſins ; and 
he proves it from Lembard, Gratian and the Canoniffs. 

But he faith i was »9 herefie in them, the point not being 
yet ſettled by a general Council. 
| Boilean; 
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Boileau 1n his Anſwer to Dazl/e cannot deny that in 
the time of Lombard and Gratian men held ſeveral ways 
about this matter ; but he anſwers with 7homas upon the 
Sentences ; that 7t was an opinion then, but ſince the Coun- 
cil of Lateran zt is become a Hereſie. But if it were no 
heretical Opinton then, what becomes of /»fallible Tra- 
dition 2 If the Church defines by Trad/tion, that 7ra- 
dition ruſt be proved before the Definition, otherwiſe it 
hath no ground to proceed upon. | 
The Council of Zateran under Tnnocent IT. (it ſeems) 
made it a Zere/ie to deny this Sacramextal Confeſſion. With- 
in much leſs than a Century before it, lived Peter Lom- 
bard and Gratian. Peter Lombard made it his buſineſs 
to colle& a Body of Divinity out of the Sentences of the 
Fathers ; and his work hath been univerfally eſteemed 
in the Roman Church. When he comes to ſtate this point 
of Confeſſion out of the Fathers, 7. e. togive an account 
of the 7radi:tion of the Church about it ; he tells us in 
the beginning, tha? learned men were of different opini- 
ons; and for what reaſon ? becauſe the Doftors of the 
Church ſeemed to deliver not only divers but contrary 
things, 4. e. they had no certain and conſtant Tradition 
about them. And when he comes to the point of Con- 
feſſion to God only, he quotes for it, beſides Scripture, 
S. Ambroſe, and S. Chryſoſtem, and Proſper, and againſt 


it S. Auguſtine and Leo, and concludes himſelf for the 


latter ; but faith not a word more to ſhew that the con- 
ſtant Tradition of the Church had been for this opinion. 
Gratian puts the fame Queſtion, and for Confeſſion to 
God alone he quotes S. Ambroſe,S. Auguſtine, and Proſper, 
beſides Scripture, and argues largely tor it after c. Conver- 
timini, &c. Then he ſets down the Arguments on the 
other ſide from c. 38. and after c. 60. he ſums up the 
force of them, and again after c. 87, and when "_— 
ai 
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faid all on one ſide and on the other, he concludes after 
c. 89. that ke left all to the Readers Judgment ; for both 
Opinions had wiſe and pious DefenTers ;and produces that 
faying as out of 7heodore's Penitential; that ſome thint 
that we ought to confeſs only to Gol, as the Greeks, others 
that we ought to do it to the Prieſt too, as almoſt all the 
Church befides ; but then he adds, © that Confeſſion to God 
purges away Sin, but that to the Prieft ſhews how they are 
purged, i. e. by Contrition. So the Gloſs interprets it. 


Be/larmin thinks that, «t Greci, was foiſted into the Ca- Bell. de prnir. 
non, and I ſhall not diſpute againſt it , provided that & 3 < 5+ 


which anſwers to it,ut tota fere ſanta Eccleſia, be allow- 
ed to be fo too, as the Roman Correctors do confeſs. 
Boileau hath taken another courſe , for he faith, zhis 


' whole Diſtinftion is without ground attributed to Gratian ; Awic. 


but how doth he prove it 2 From Ant. Auguſtinus his Dia- 
Jogue,where. a MS. is cited that this was not Gratian's,but 
an elder Author's. And what is gotten by this ? But 
the other anſwers, it muff be Gratian's, becauſe of the ci- 
tation out of the Digeſts, and other Books of Civil Law 
then lately found, If this will not do, he faith, Gratian 
hath many Errours, as the Roman Corretlors obſerve, Yes. 
truly do they ; and: about this Point ſeveral times ; for 
the Councils of Lateran and 7rent have otherwiſe deter- 
mined. But what is all thisto the 7radition of the Church 
in Gratian's time 2 

Tonocent II. in the Council of Lateray, enjoyns ſtric- 
ly the Prattice of Confeſſion once a year, under the Penalty 
of Excommunication, and of being deprived of Chriſtian 
Barial ; but there is not a Word of the Churches Tra- 
dition before, for the Ground of it. But finding feveral 
Opinions about it, and the Waldenſes then oppoſing it, 
he reſolves by his Authority to bind all Perſons to it. But 
*after this the Canonifts allowed no more than Ecclefraſti- 
R cal 
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cal Inſtitution for it ; as is plain by the Gloſs on the Canon 
Law, Diſt. 5. de Penit. Tit. In Penitentia ; but the Roman 
Correfours quote againſt it Council. Trident. Sefſ. 14.c. 5. 
z. e. a Council ſome 100 years after, muſt tell what the 
Tradition then was ; but the Gloſs ſaith, the Greeks had no 
ſach Tradition, and therefore were uot bound to Confeſſion. 
So that we have no evidence for any Catholick Tradition 
in this matter, before the Lateran Counce!. 

2. But the Council of Trent hath gone beyond the Coun- 
cil of Laterau, and hath fixed the Divine Right of Con- 
feffon on Fohn 20. Whoſe fans ye remit, &Cc. and therefore 
1 am now to ſhew, by the Confe/ton of their own Writers, 
that this hath not been the 7raditionary Senſe of this 
Place. | 

Cajetax, not long before the Council firſt fate, in his 

” | Notes on this place confeſſes, that uo Preceptif Sacramen- 
tal Confeſſion is contained in it. But how ſhould it be of 
Divine Right in the ſenſe of the Council of 7rexr, if there 
be no Command for it 2 Tes, by Conf quence, if they will 
obtain Remiſſion of Sins ; but this can by no means be in- 
ferred from hence, becauſe the Remnniſſion of Sins by Bap- 
iſm 1s implied in it ; but none of them plead for par- 
ticular Coyfefton before Baptiſm, in order to Remiſhon ; 
and therefore not aſter, unleſs ſome Command of Chriſt 
made it more necelſlary after Baptiſm than before, Yaſ- 
Vaſquez u*i gwez ſaith, that Cajetan means no more , than that it can- 
fapr: : ;, not be proved. out of this place ; but Catharinas faith, thar 
Cajer. p. 446. neither there wor in any other place doth Cajetan a/ow, 
1 that Auricular Conf-ſſion can be proved out of Scripture. 

_ ws _ Gabriel Biel confeſſes, he cannot find ſufficient force to 
ar conclude the Neceſſity of Confeſſion from the Power of Abſo- 
lution here granted ; becauſe it may be valid upon voluntary 
Confeſſion of the Party; and therefore he reſolves it into 

an unwritten Tradition. 


Guide 
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place, but at laſt yields, that Chriſt's inſtituting ſuch a 

. Power, doth not bind Perſons to confeſs their Faults to 

them that bave it. For. the Power of retaining doth not 

imply that no fins are retained which are not retained by 

the Prieft upon Confeſſion ; neither then doth the Power of 

Abſolution imply that wo fins are nemitted but ſuch as are 

confeſſed to a Prieſt. And therefore he betakes himſelt - 

as Biel doth, to anwritten Tradition ; and fo doth Nicol.Pe Orbellis 

de Orbellis. Se 9 ————_ 
Fac. de Almain debates the matter: at harge; and he Ailmain in 4. 

ſays only that it is a probable Opinion, that this Confeſſion 297: 

is of divine Appomiment 5. but he yields, zba? Chri/?'s 

granting a Power of 4bfolution, drth' not make it a duty 

to confeſs to-a Prieſt ; and he faith, z? 7s afalſe propofetion, 

that where a Power of judging is given, others are lound 

20 ſubmit to it; for all that follows is, that their Sentence 

is valitif they do ſubmit. | 


But the force of what the Council of Zren? deduces be 


from this place, : lies wholly in-this, as FY#/quez obſerves, Vaſquez is. 
that becauſe Chriſt hath given Authority to atſohve, and **: *: 

' they cannot exerciſe that Authority without Confeſſion, 
therefore Confeſfron is hereby made neceſſary. And he con- 

fefſes, that ſcarce any have dedured the Argumert effetu- 

ally from this place» But he faith'one thing very obfer- 

vable, that if this place be extended to Remiſſion of Sins 

in Baptiſm, then it can never prove the neceſſity of Sacra» 
appey © as And Greg. de YValentia as plainly owns, 

that the 


S. Cyprian, and' S. Ambroſe; but Natalis Alexander al- ceſfir. confeſ. 

lowsS. Cyril of Alexandria to have ſo-underſtoad it ; and SC 

that Janſenius and Ferus followed him ; bur beſides theſe 7: $3. cor 
Auruftin waterprets this 'place' as. $. Cyprian had done. [Lek 


For 15'S: Eyprian'froin hence infers the Poweriof —_ F< aj 
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thers did underſtand it of Baptiſm ; ' he names _ m—— 
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and granting Remiſſion of Sins in the Guides of the Church ; 
ſo S. Auguſtin ſaith, the Churches Charity by the Fly 
Ghoſt lJooſes the Sins of thoſe who are her Members, and re- 
tains the fins of thoſe who are not. And it may be obſer- 
ved, that whereas St. Matthew ſpeaks of the Power of 
Baptizing granted to the Aro/tles ; S. John inſtead of that 
mentions this P wer of remitting or retaining Sixs, anJ 
S. Mark and S. Luke ſpeak of Baptiſm ; to which theone 
joins S../vatien ; and the other Remiſiin of Sins. And 
therefore this ſeems to be meant by our Saviour in the 
Words of S. Zohx ; and thus S. Peter exerciſed this Power 
of looſing on the converted Jews, Ae. 2. 38. and his Power 
of Lin1ing on Simon Magus, AQ.8.21. 

Peter Lombard carries S. Auguſtin's meaning farther, 
to the Power of Prieſts over the Stns of the Members of 
the Church ; but then he limits this Power, and makes 
it no more than declarative ; as I have obſerved already ;. 
and for this he quotes a notable paſſage of S. Jerom, 
who faith, that Mer are apt to aſſume too much to them- 
felves under pretence of this Power of the Keys, whereas 
God regards not the Sentence of the Prieſts but the Life 
of the Penitents. | 

But Natalis Alexander thinks there is no binding Power 


with reſpeit to Baptiſm;Was there not asto Simon Mags 2 


And as long, as every year the Church judged of the com- 
petency of Perſons for it > When Chriſt ſpake theſe words 
the Church was wholly to be formed, and it was a great 
Power lodged with the 4po/t/es and their Succeſſors to 
admit into - the Church, or to exclude from it, not as 
private Perſons, but by Authority from Chriſt himſelf. 
But then this Power is vain and idle in a conſtituted 
Church. By no means; they have {till a Power of caſting 
out and taking in again ; and of impoſing ſuch Ads on 


Offenders, as may give fatisfation to the Church, whoſe 
Honour 
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Honour ſuffers, and whoſe Diſcipline is broken. But the 
queſtion is, Whether by Chriſt's appointment under the 
Goſpel no known mortal ſin can be pardon'd to baptized 
Perſons without Confeſſion of it to a Prieſt > And whe- 

ther theſe words of our Saviour do imply it ? 

. Scotus 1s by no means ſatisfied with mens Reaſoning 
out of this place,that becauſe Chriſt hath given ſuch a Power, - _ - « 
therefore it is mens duty to confeſs their fins ; For, faith he, uica. 
this only implies the uſefulneſs and efficacy of this Power if it 
be made u'e of ; as 1n Confirmation, none think themſelves 
damned if they do not uſe it though it be very uſeful ; and 
therefore he goes another way to work, viz. by joyning 
this precept and that of loving God and our ſelves together 
with it, But how doth this prove that a man ought to 
take this particular way > Truly, Scots here ſhews 
his Subtilty. Suppoſe there be another way that is harder, 
and this be found more eafie, he thinks a man is bound 10 
take the ſhorteſt and eafieſt way, viz. by Confeſſion and 
Abſolution. X 

But for all this his heart did miſgive him, and he 
could not but ſee, that this proved nothing, unleſs this 
way of Confeſſion were firſt proved to be a ſecure way. 
And therefore he puts the Caſe, chat if it be not proved 
by theſe Words, it may be by S. James, Confeſs your faults 
one toano:her. No, faith he, tbis will xot do; for which 
he gives this Reaſon, that it holds no more for confeſſion 
to a Prieſt than to any other ; therefore, after all, he is 
willing to reſolve it into ſome anwritten Tradition, ſince 
there was no convincing evidence for. it either in this or 
any other place of Scripture. Which ſthew'd they ran to 
Tradition, when they had nothing. elſe to fay.. . : 
Bonaventure denies that Chriſt himſelf appointed tle — kg 4- 
Confeſſion of fins ; for which he gives this reaſon, /eft is TE 
ſhould prove an occaſion of finning; ne ex verbis Domini dare- h 
Fer 1 
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tar aliquibus recidmvandi occafro ; but afterwards he thinks 
the Apeſites appointed it and S. James publiſhed it '; which 
Scotus utterly denies.But to the place of S John, Bonaver- 
ture ſaith it was not enough to have it implied in the Prieſt's 
Power, becauſe - it being a harder duty than Abſolution, it 
requir d a more particular Command, Which was but rea- 
ſonably - faid.; eſpecially when Be/armin after others, 
urges, that it is one of th: moſt grievous and barthenſome 
Precepts ;- but his Inference from it is very mean, hat 
therefore it muſt have a divine Command to inforce it on 
the People ; but Bonaventare's Argument is much ſtron- 
ger, that 18 ought then to have been clearly exprefled, 
But as to the Peop'es yielding to it, other accounts are 
to be given of that afterwards. | 
Alexander Hales obſerves, that if Chriſt had intended 
a command of Confefſion, John 20. it would have been ex- 
prefſed to thoſe who are to confeſs, and not to thoſe who are 
to abſelve; as he did to thoſe who were to be baptized, 
John 3. Except a man be born of water, &c. ſo Chrift 
would have ſaid, except a man confeſs his fins, &c. and 
he gave the ſame Reaſons why Chrift did not himſelf inſti- 
tute it, which Bonaventure doth, who uſed his very 
words. Ek 
"And now who could have imagined that the Coun- 


-cil of Trent would have attempted to have made men 
believe thaazt was the ſenſe of the Wniverſal Church that 


Chriſt in(tituted Confeſfſon in John 20 2 when ſo many 
great Divines ever of the Church of Rome ſo expreſly de- 


\nied it ; as 1 have made appear from themſelves. 


But now to give an account by what eps and degrees 
and on what occafioxs this 4uricalar Confeſſion came- into 
the Church, theſe things are to be conſidered. 


1. In 
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x. Tn the firſt Ages, pu//ich, ſcandalons Cfenders after 
Baptiſm, were by the Diſcipline of the Church brought 
to publick Penance; which was called Exomologefis ; which 
originally ſignifies _— And by this, Be/armiy Bell. de Pen. 
faith the Ancients urderſtood either Confeſſion alone, or © 3 © 
joyned with the other parts of Penance ; but Albaſpinew ana, oy; 
ſhews, that it was either taken for the whole conrſe of |. 2..c. 26. 
pullick Penance, or for the laſt and ſolemn att of it, when | 
the Biſhop led the Penitents from the entrance of the Church 
up to the B'dy of the Congregation, where they expreſſed 
their abborrence of their faults in the maſt penitent manner, 
by their Altions as well as by Words. So that this was. 
a real and publick Declaration of their ſorrow for their 
fins, and not a Yerbal or Auricular Confeſſion of them. 
The fame is owned by La Cerda. But Boileau pretends 12 Cerda. 
that it. had. not this ſenſe till after "pe pac Herehe c. oo pay 
and the- Death of Irenzus ; aud that befare that time it Hiſt. Confeſ. 
fignified Confeſſion according to the ſenſe of the Word ings © ® 
Scripture, This ſeems very ſtrange , when - Baronius 
himſelf confeſles, that Tertullian uſes zt for that part of Baron. ad 
Penance which is called Satisfattion; and Belarmin grants © I 
it is ſo uſed both by 7ertulian and Irenzus ; when he 
ſaith he Woman. ſeduced by Marcus, afterwards ſpent her j,eq, 1, c. c.c 
. days in Exmologeſin, What ! in continual Confeſſion of. 
her ſin 2 No, but in Penitential | Ads for it; and fo 
Petavius underſtands it, both yn /rexeus and Tertullian; Perav. Not. 
and he faith, it? did. ndt conſiſt. onely or principally in =" hg —_ 
Words but in Attions, t. e. it, was nothing of kin to Aus De 1a Penit. 
ricular Confeſſion, which'is a part of Penance diſtin from Mbit" 2: 
ſatisfaftion. And to make theſe the ſame, were to con= © 
found the different parts of the Sacrament of Penance, as 


the Council of Zrext doth diſtinguiſh them. 
But. 
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F But beſides this, there were ſeveral other Circamftax- 
| ces, which do make an apparent difference between 
theſe Penitential 4ts and the modern notion of Cox- 
feſh-n. | 

Rigalt. mr.in. x3, The Reaſon of them was diflterent. For, as Rigal- 
Tert. a& P2 pj.5 obſerves, the penitential Rigour was taken up after 
great Numbers were admitted iniro the Church ; and a 
great diſhonour was brovght upon Chriſtianity by the 
looſeneſs or inconſtancy of thoſe who profeſſed it. There 
were ſuch in S. Paz/'s time in the Churches of Cori»th, 
and elſewhere ; but although he gives Rules about ſuch, 
yet he mentions no other than avoiding 'or excommuni- 
| cating the guilty Perſons, and upon due Sorrow and Re- 
» pentance receiving them in again ; but he impoſes no 
| neceſſity of P4blick or Private Confeſſion in order to Rex, 
miſſion; much lels of every kind ot mortal: fin, though 
| it be but the breach of the tenth Commandment, as the 
; Council of Trent doth ; yet this haa been neceſfary in 
| caſe he had thought, as that declares, that God will nor 
forgive upon other terms. And ſo much the rather, be- 
cauſe the Evangelifts had faid nothing of it ; and now 
Churches began to fill, it was abſolutely neceſſary for 
him to have declared it, if it were a neceſſary condi- 
: tion of Pardon for fins after Baptiſm. Bur alrchough the 
Apoſtles had given no Rules about it, yet the Chri/tian 
Churches ſuftering ſo extremely by the Reproaches caſt 
upon them, they reſolved, as far as it was poſſible, to 
take care to prevent any ſcandalous Offences among them. 
To this end, the actions of all Perſons who profeſſed 
themſelves Chriſtians were narrowly watched ; and their | 

faults, eſpecially ſuch as were ſcandal»us, complained of ; 
and then if they confeſſed them, or they were convited 
of them, a ſevere and rigorous Diſcipline was to be under- 
gone by them before they were reſtored to ——— 
tnat 
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'that their Enemies might ſee how far the” Chriſtians 
were from incouraging ſuch exormities as they were ac- 
cuſed of. 'They were charged with 7hye/teas Supp:rs and 
promiſcuous mixtures ; whereas, any Perſons among them 
- Whowere guilty of Homicide or Adultery were diſchar- 
ged their Gciety, and for a great whule not. admitted 
upon any terms ; and afterwards, upon very rigorous 
and. ſevere terms. And beſides theſe, to preſerve the 
purity of their Religion in times of Perſecution, they 
allowed no Compliance with the Gemtile 1dolatry ; and 
any tendency to this, was looked upon as a degree of 
Apoſtaſte, and cenſured accordingly. And about theſe 
-three ſorts of ſins the ſeverity of the Primitive Diſcipline 
was chiefly exerciſed ; which ſhews, that it proceeded 
upon quite different grounds from thoſe of the Council 
of Trent about Auricular Confeſſion. | Ne 
' 2. The method of proceeding was very different; for 
here was no foties quoties allaw'd ; -that men may ſin, 
and confeſs, and be abſolved ; and then fin the- fame fin 
again, and confeſs again, . and receive Abſolution in the 
fame manner. The Primitive Church knew nothing of 
this way of dealing with Sinners upon Confeſtov. If they 
were admitted oxce to it that was all. So Pamelins him- pamel.me. r. 
ſelf grants, and produces ſeveral Teſtimonies of Father, i Tert. de. 
for it; and ſo doth 4baſpineus and Peravius. Dare any Albaſy. 087. * 
fay this is the ſenſe of the Church of Rome about Cox L 2.c. 5. - 
feſion, that a man cannot be receiveda ſecond time to Jer; E- 
Confeſs and be abſolved from the ſame fin? How then {yzend ad © 
.can they pretend any fmilitade between their Com EPiphs c- 3: 
feſion and the ancient Exomologefis > Beſides, none ever © ?" 
received Ab/elytion froni the ancient Church till full /a- 
tisfattion performed. But in the Church of Rowe, .46- 
ſolution is given before Satisfattion ; and although _ 
S) ve 
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have complained of this, as a great abuſe z yet they have 
been ſharply anſwer'd, that zt is to call in queſtion the 
Condutt of the Church for frvue bundred' years; and they 
may as well queſtion many other things, which depend up- 
an the Authority of the Preſent Church. 'r i 

- 3. The O#igation to Confeſſion ts'very diflerent from: 
what it was in the ancient Exemelogehs. Now by the 
Doctrine of the Church of Rome, a perſon looks on him- 
felf as bound -in Conſcience to confeſs every Mortal fin; 


but in the Ancient Church none can irnagine that per- 


fons were bound to undergo the Exomolege/ts: for every 
mortal fin, there being no Penitertial Caro which did 
ever require it ; but they had reſpeR to ſome particular 
ſins, and the Penance was proportion'd to them. 

We ought to take notice of two things with _— 
to the Diſcipline of the Axcient Church, which will ſhew 
the different notion it had of theſe things from what is. 
now current in the Church of Rowe. ' 

x. That it did not exclude thoſe from a){ hopes of Sa- 
vation Whom it exchided from Penance; as may be ſeen 
in the Ziberitan Counce, where many are- wholly ſhut 
out from the Church, whom we cannot think they 
thought uncapable of Salvation. From whence it fol- 
lows, that they did not look on Corfeſijon and Ab/olu- 
tion 25 & nece condition of Salvation ;- but now in 


_ the Church of Kome they allow- Confeſſion to all, be- 


cauſe they think'they cannot otherwiſe be in a ſtate of 
Salvation in an ordinary way. But in the 4ncrevt Church 
they could not look on the Jefire of Confefſion as neceſ- 
fary, for to what purpoſe ſhould they make that necef- 
fary when they denyed the thing > But in the Church of 
Rome, they make the defire necefiary, becauſe they hold 
the thing i ſelf to be fo, if there be means to bave ,- X 
2. Lat 
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- 2. That the Pexitential Canons never extended in. the 
Primitroe Charch to all thoſe ſins - which the Church of 

Rome now accounts Morta!, and therefore neceſfary to 

be confeſſed. - The Council of 7rext faith expreſly, they 
muſt confeſs omnia & fingula peccata mortalia—etiam ne penyr. 
occuita——and an Anathema is denounced againſt him can. 7. 

that denies it to be' neceſiayy to Remiſſion of them. 

Now if we conſider their notion of mortal fins, we ſhall 

eaſily diſcern the vaſt difference between the Obligation 

to Confeſlion by the Council of 7rextand by the old Pe- 

witential Canons. For mortal ſins are not only all Vo- 
_— Ads commutted againſt the known Laws of 
God, but againſt the' Laws of the Qhurch; and even ve- 
nial fins may | become mortal by the Diſpoſition of the 
| Perſon, and by other circumſtances, which the Caſuiſts 
ſet down at large ; now the Council of 7rent doth ex- 
prefly @blige nien, not only to relate the Ads them: 
ſelves; but ail Circumfanrces which change the kind of Sin. 
And this is a racking the Conſciences ot Men far beyond 
whatever we find in the old Pexitential Canens ; for, 
Petavius confeſles that many fins now accounted mortal, Petav. nit. ad 
had no Penance apprinted for them by the old Canons ; and £?'Ph 2-238: 
therefore I need: not take any pains to prove it : If any 
one haths\ mind to be ſatisfied, he may {ce it in- Gregs- 

ry Nyſen's Canemcal Eprſtie, where he owns that ſeve- oreg. wy. 
ral of thoſe fans, for which the Scripture excludes from £pift. ad Ler. 
the Kingdom of Heaven, have no. Cavexical Penance pre» © * 5 
ſcribed them by the ancient Canovs of the Church. Which 

ſhews a mighty difference from the Rule of the Councs/ 

of Trent. | 

The moſt plauſible place in Antiquity brought for all 

mortal fax, is that of S. Cy rian, where he faith, chat ſome Cy pr. de lap- 
confeſſed their very thoug, % though they had not moons Js © 23s 

2 F 
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ed to aftual fin. Tt is true, that he doth ſpeak of ſome 
fuch ; but was it for fins of thought againſt the zexth 
Comwand ? No; but it is vety plain, that he ſpeaks 
of that ſin which was thought to imply a renouncing 
Chriſtianity , and S. Cyprian elſewhere calls ſummun 
deliflum, and the Sin ag inſt the Holy Ghoſt ; viz. con- 
ſenting to any A of gentile 1dolatry ; and yet Saint 
Cyprian had much ado to perſwade thoſe who were 
actually guilty to ſubmit to due Penance for it ; but 

they obtained 7ickers from the Confeſſors, and were ad- 
mitted to communion without undergoing the Diſci- 
rline of the Church, the conſequence whereof would. 
be, that the Diſcipline would be loſt, and the Church 
over-run with Apoſtates; this makes S. Cyprian plead 
hard againſt ſuch -practices, and among other argy- 
ments he u'es this of the great tenderneſs of ſome, who 
becauſe they had entertained ſuch thoughts of dging as 
others did, for their own fafety, they offered to unbur- 
then their Conſciences before them, and defired remedy 
for imalt Wounds; how much more ought they to con- 
feſs their faults whoſe wounds are greater 2 This is the 
whole force of his reaſoning ; where the Thought and 
A@ relate to the ſame fin; and that ſaid to be no [cſs 
than denying Chriſt, and. finning againſt the Holy Ghoſt. 
But there is no parity in the caſe of other ſins ; which 
even S. Cyprian calls minora delifta, being againſt men 
immediately ; and there is no intimation in him that 
ever the thoughts of thoſe ſins were diſcovered, or that 
Perſons were under any obligation by the Rules of the 


Church to do it. 


2. Private Offenders ' were ſometimes adviſed in thoſe 
firſt Ages for the caſe of their Conſciexces tomake Con- 


feſſion 
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feion of their ſins; of which we ſee an inſtance as to. 

the Practice in one Caſe in S. Cyprian's time. And 7er- 

tu/lian compares ſuch Perſons who avoid it, to thoſe who- 

have ſuch ſecret Ulcers that they chuſe rather zo periſh 

than to diſcover them, Now in Caſes of this nature he 

adviſes to Conf-ſſjou and publick penitential As, that fo 

they may in the:Judgment. of the Church have the ſe- 

 cret Wounds of their; Conſciences healed. And this is 

that which Origen doth adviſe to in ſuch Caſes, ro ſeek, . _ 

out a wiſe ſpiritual Phyſician, and to make known his in- vix_ wn. +. 

ward diſtemper to him,” and to follow his advice and dj- in Plal. 37. 

reftion, as to the Method of Cure. Now. this we never j;"7\c 5m, 

oppoſe ; | but the only: Queſtion is, whether it be neceſ- 17. 

fary for all Perſons, and for every Mortal Sin,” to make 

Confeſſion of it to the Prieſt, that it way be forgiven; and 

' Origen never once ſuppoſes this ; for he mentions ſeveral 

other ways for the Remiſſon of Sins after Baptiſm, by 

Martyrdom, by Alms, by forgiving and converting others, 

by great Love to God, and in the Jaſt-place he brings in 

this of a Laborious Penance and Confeſſion. Either the for- 

mer ways are ſufficient without this, or not ; if they are, 

then this is not neceſſary to the- Remiſſion of all mortal 

Sins ; if:not, to what purpoſe doth he: mention ſo. many 

ways, when this one is ſufficient without them, and all 

thoſe are inſufficient without this 2 For Boilean confeſſes, 1172. cog: 

that na mortal fins according to them. can be remitted, Awic.c. 5. 

where there is not at leaſt the defire of this. But Origen" ©: 

ſhews the different ways of obtaining Remiſſion, or elſe 

he doth not anſwer the-difficulty ; which was; that the 

Jews had ſeveril ſorts of Sacrifices for the; Expiation of 

Sins, to which we have none anſwerable under the Goſpel, 

Tes, faith Origen, Baptiſm anſwers to one ſort, Martyrdom 

#0 another, Alms to a third, &c. and laſt of all; Penance 
| 10 
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to the Offering baked m the Frying Pay, From whence it 
is plain, that he looked on this as one particular way 
proper to ſome Caſes, and not as a general Method for 
the Remiſlion of all mortal Sins. Burt he urges that Ori- 
gen quotes Scripture for the Confeſſion of Sins, as neceſſary, 
Hom. 2. 4» Pal. 375. But what Scrzpture 2 Even the 
Words of 'the P/almft, :7 will: ronfeſs my Tniquity. And 
was Confeſſion to a Prieſt necellary under the Law 2 How 
_ :then can thoſe words prove it neceſſary under the Go- 

ſpel > Although therefore Origen might think it very con- 
”venieatin ſome caſes for Pewitents ro unload their Conſci- 
- ences by Confeſſton to a Spir irual Phyſician, yet we find no 
. proof of any neceflity of &,as toall mortal Sins It is confel- 
fed,tharpublickFaalts,cicher conſefled or proved, had pub- 
ſick Penance appointed for them by the PenitentialCanons; 
but Boz/eau, after Arnanld, pleads, that even ſecret Sims 
being mortal, were not thought remiſible' by the Keys of the 
Church, without publick Penawer. Bur thisican never be 
proved to have been the Doctrine of the Ancrew! Church, 
and it is unreaſonable to fuppoſe ; for then, all Perfons 
muſt have undergone publick Penance who had any mor- 
tal Sin, and * muſt have been - frequently born by the 
fame Perſons; both which are 'inconſiftert withthe da- 
.cient Diſcipline. | Bux they faw there was no other way 
- to maintain the Neceſſity of Confeſſion, but by this. | For 
 they-could find none-but pubdick Penance, and that by 
the Penetential Canons was preſeribed-only for ſome par- 
ticular ſcandalous Sins; -and therefore they fanſied; that 

Perſons who committed other faults, were bound to con- 

feb them-privacely, and: to undergo publick Penance for 

them. 1dv not deny, but ſome grear Pexitents, for fe- 

cret Faults, would of their own'accord ſubmit to the pub- 
lick Diſcipline ; but this was a vokuntary- Ad in them, 

| that 
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that by this means they mightaflure themſelves the mere 
of the ſincerity of their own Repentance ; and it being 


booked on as an Actof- Frnenility and Piety, it made it 
go down the better with: Faluwtary Pevitents. "3 


- .3. For the fake of fork Foluntary Penitents in great 


Churches, whoſe. Caſes required' particular and prevate 


Bxamination and Dired ion, there was a Penitentiary ap- 


pomted, whoſe Office it was to receive: theur Conftyſons, 


and to dire and order the Method: of their Pexance; Qf: 


this we have.a amous Inftance in-the Qhurch of.Conflan- 
tinople, in the time of Nef#aries, about. which. ſo much 
pains hath been taken for different purpoſes, Fhat which 
kems moſtyprobable to me, 'is, that the! Femitentiary 
appointed to examine andjudge of fuel, Pevidentss/ C as 
which were brought before him, (not being notorious,) 
and to give ſentence according 40 the Canans; .butgſpe-- 
cially of Folwutary Confeſines 'of: Perſons, whole Cantci-- 
ences. were opprefled with: the. Guile of Secret Sins ;.avd: 
to thoſe” he was. to appoint Pexawees without revealing. 
their Faults, ' Where the Facts were wereries ang [caxr 
datous,  T ſuppoſe: the ancient D:/cigline of the Church 
(pert whereof 


is to be ſeen inthe Canonical Epiſtles ).to — ns 


have ftillcontinued at Conflavtinopie, as well as inother 
Churches. But there: were: many private milcarriaggs, 
wherein great Prudence and Judgment wasrequired,both 
to-determine the Pexarce, and ta manage it fo, that. it 
did'not break out into an open: Scandal.. And for Caſes 
of this Nature the Pexitentiary.was appointed ; to whom 
2ll-Perfons might reſort in private caſes, and open their. 
Conſciences to him, '.and' take his Directions how ta pere- 
form their Penitential Afts. Soit was wish.that Perſon 
of Quality av Confantizopte, 'who: gave orcafion to the- 
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aboliſhing the Ofice of Pexitentiary, both there, and} in 


all the Eaftern Churches, She firſt went to the Periter- 


tiary, 25 2 voluntary Penitent, and confeſſed her Faults 
to him, and took his directions ; and while ſhe was per- 
forming her Penance in the Church, the Fact was com- 
mitted with the Deacon, which ſhe afterwards confeſſed 
to the Penitentiary, Who being enraged at the Deacon, 
in probability through his deſire to have him puniſhed , 
the Fatt came to be diſcovered, and the People to be 
highly offended - And it is not reaſonable to ſuppoſe 
that the Penitentiary put her upon a publick Confeſſion of 
her ſecret fault ; but that it came out by his means; and 
therefore Nefarizs thought fit no longer to put ſuch a 
Truſt into any Man's hand, which through hys diſcovery 
_— redound to the Diſhonour of the Church, as that 
_ ST | £4 | es 
What the effe&t was of aboliſhing this Office, is the 
great Queſtion, whether the taking away "nmr or pri- 
vate Confeſſion. If the Hiſtorians may be believed, it was 
the Neceſſity of making any. Confeſſion at all in ſecret ; for 
the Right of receiving ſuch Confeſſions, was devolved 
upon the Penientiary ; therefore when his Office was 


' put down, where the Caſe was not notorious, every one 


muſt be left to his own Conſcience ; and that both Socrates 
and Sozomen affirm was the conſequence of it. If only 
publick Confeſſion was taken away, as ſome imagine, a /e- 
cret Confeſſion was ſtill. continued, how was it poſſible for 
the Z7i/torians to miſtake the matter fo groſly, by ma- 
king that the conſequence of it 2 For, 7s every Man left 
to his own Conſcience, where he is bound to go to Confeſſion 
before he partakes of the Exchari/# > And why ſhould 
publick Pexance' be taken away on this occaſion, where 
there ſeems to have been:none ; for that Perſon under- 

| went 


pon her formet Canfefion,: for 


went - to pablick Penance u 
.thep her Penance: would:not.have been. Joe in rhe 'Chirreh, 


but out of 'it, among the” Pexitewtf.+:But as the former 
was voluntary, fo was the latter too; for- here was no 
Accuſer but her ſelf; and for what Reaſon ſhould publick 
and ſolemn Penance for notorious Cri-::es,be taken away: 
for the ſake of the diſcovery of a Secret C.nfeſioneWhether 
the puniſhment of the Deacon were the Occaſion of its 
coming out, or whatever it was, it ſeems evident to me, 
that ſhe was not obliged to any publick Confeſſion ; be- 
cauſe Sozowmer faith, the Penitentiary was choſen for his 
Gravity, Silence and Wiſdom; but what Silence was 
there, if the Confeſſions were to be made p«b/ick, * And 
on the other ſide, it is impoſſible to conceive, that if all 
Perſons were then obliged to confeſs all mortal Sins after 
Baptiſm, that one Penirentiary ſhould Le ſufficient in fo 
vaſt a City as that of Conſtantinople was. Therefore I 
think it moſt probable, that the caſe' of xozorjous and 
ſcandalous Offenders ſtood as it did, and ſo continued in 
S. Chryſe/tom's time ; but this Office of Penitentiary re- 
hting to voluntary and ſecret Offenders was taken away ; 
becauſe a greater Scanda/came to the Church by the dif- 
covery, when ſuch a publick Diſgrace made the iaCt be- 


_come notorious. And fo this AR af Netarins in taking. 


away the Penitentiarys Office, and the Approbation 
of it by other Churches following the Example, evi- 
cently proves, that they did not louk on Confiſhon of {- 
cret Sins, as neceſlary to the Remzſion of them. 


4- As the taking away the Penitentiarys Office ſhew- 
ed the Senſe of the Church at that time againſt the Ne- 
ceſſity of Confeſſion i order. to Pardon, ſo it did likewiſe 
in order to the partakiog of the. Euchariſt. For Socrates - 
| T faith, 
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Socr. l. 52 Taith, that Eadzmon gave rhat Connſel.to Neftarius, rut 
| c, 19, he ſhould remove the Penitentbary,and give every one feave 
t ro paſs mR_—_ .0n Himſelf in his own Conſcience, aud ſo to: 
OO Plrtake of the Myſteries. The ſame isaifirmed by Sozo- 
Soz. 1.9, Www. hich reſpedts not the pabiict Diſciplixe about 
C. 16, Notorious © rs þat the private Applications made by 
Tcrupulous Perſons and koret Offenders to the Panirentia- 
ry in-orderto a/right preparation for 'the Euchariſt, And 
it is very probable, that '« was then believed by many, 
that they could aot be duly firted for that Sacrumen?, un- 
| le& they bad firſt nnburthened their Con/cerewees by a wo- 
; ianitary Corife hon to the Peniremitary, and followed his. 
| Directions. Burtthis Offce being taken away, the Queſti- 
| bn now is,whether it were thought neceſſary to confeſs 
| Concil. Trid, privately toany other > The Council of 7zext declares, 
; Seſſ. 13. . 7. that Sacramentul Confeſſion 33 neceſſary tv14 worthy parta- 
þ _ 6 king of the Euchatiſh, to tvery vue that its conſcious to him- 
| Jelf of any mortal fin-; und whoſoever hutds the: contrary is 
| declared excommunicate iplo facto. - Bat theſe Hiſtorians. 
plainly deny it, and fliey are juſtified by $. Chry/o/tom, 
ll who ſpeaks to the very Gaſe.z not about Carechumeys, but 
| ſach as would fitchemſclves for the Zo Bacharif. And 
| he ſeveral times deckres, that a man needs :inot reveal his 
fins to atiy but *s Gaid alone, in order to it. Nothing can 
| be more Emphatical than what he faith to that purpoſe. 
| © 7 VI EPL For rarity” mp Ler a man 
| Dales Cxamm-binſelf, and. ſo ttt him eat of rhat 
| aq Er ob Bread, avs . drank. of that Cup ; te orb 
q worayls) o—_—_ _— 7% mot lay open the ſecret Ulcer ; he doth not | 
| 3 xinweler's ilenoe adelores Brim the Accuſation. into a Theatre ;. he 
i WV a) nuperndrar Yd rf appoints wo Witneſſes of thy 7 runſgrefſions ; 


G raodre nels Odmrs D4/s judgment nithin thins oam Conſcience, 
xeiow, x, ll nptapinuirey Falk. there zramin thy fanits, and call thy ſelf 
5 ! to 
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70 an accourt for the fins of thy Life, 724% Te Þ Blor arancy%- 
where nave bat God gn who ſees £7 = bv bed wage 
all things 8 amend thy faults, and fo wath MEAN a] & * $740 nadae7 57 
a pure Conſcience draw near to the holy __ irs \ Va. _ m_— 
Fable, and partake of the Sacrifice there 5. ChiyLTe 6. . 84 tom. & as 
re. BOY | | Pantt, Han, 28- in 1 ad Corpus 
But left thisſhould be-thaught ane af thaſe ſudden elo- 
quent heats which Peravivs faith, are hardly capable o prom Wn 
good ſenſe, if tao ſtrifily examined; we find him very p. 244. 
cooly delivering the fame Dodrine in his Expolition of 
thoſe words of 8. Pax. Fhan which notbing can-be mare 
inconſiſtent with the Dodtrave and Proadiice of the Church 
of Rome, which makes Confeſſion of our Sins toa Prieſt 
a neceſſary Preparation for the Eecharif. Catharines faith, cathar. c. ca. 
that if the Charch had net limited the tinee, yet every Par, jeran. p. 453, 
fon would be baund te confeſs ta a Progfh,at 9 he cams. 
municated. althavgb he knem no mortal few ky himſelf, 
yet be would deſerve the feyereſt Cenſure for wot confeſſing, 
becauſe he rok upon himſelf to he his own Fudge: Can any _ 
thing be more contrary to S. Chryſo/tars than this 3 Ber 
lax confeſſes, that 8. Chryſoſtoas doth net here refer at 79,0: 
all ts Confoſfion to a Prief; thenit fallows,that he- at. 
it not necef{ary to right participation of the bioly Eycha» 
riſt, Here he ſpeaks not of daily Exavination of Cone + 
ſcience by the faithful; kt of the —_ of Cax- 
feience by way of due Preparation ; and {© juſtifies the 
Fact of Ne&arzes in taking away the Penitextzaries Ote 
fice. But we ere not ta ſuppoſe f great aad fa zealous 
2 Man woukt have done it agaioſt his Conſcience; 25 he. 
muſt, if he ſtill thought Cenfeſlon ts « Pric/? neceſſary 3—o | 
and he doth not ſay, they uced not go naw t0 the Penitems. i 
tiary, but that they need not diſcloſe their (ios toagy.. 
Net to a multitude, or in a theatrixal wr 8s me 9%; 
T 2 poun 
[3 
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| pound it ; but 70 nove but. God, which excludes the knows- 
8 | ledge of a fin. le Prieſt, as well as of a great number. I 
b n.ed not infiſt on the other places in S. Chry/oſtom to 
| | that purpoſe, ſince theſeare ſufficient for my deſign. 
Caſſian. C21 Caſſian was a Diſciple of S. Chryſoſtom, and he ſuppoſes 
lat. 20.6. 8. Confeſſion to God alone to be ſufficient for Remiſſion of Sin, 
where mere meudeſty' binders men from conſeſſing to men. 
Hiſt. Cinfeſſ, Boilean anſwers, that he doth not ſpeak of Sacramental 
Auric, c. 18. Confeſſion made to Prieſts ; but of an Aſcetick Confeſſion a- 
p. 285. mong the M:nks. But he ſpeaksof a Confeſſion to God 
as ſufficient for Remiſlion of . Sins, and therefore muſt ex- 
elude the Neceſſity of any other. 


5. After the t:king away the Penitentiary's Office, the 
| Publick Diſcipline ct the Church, as to.open and ſcanda- 
K tous Offenders continued for ſome time in the. Eaſtern as 
I: well as the We/tern Churches. No one ſpeaks more ful- 
þ | ly to this than S. Chry/otom ; which makes me wonder 
| at thoſe who ſay — Penance was taken away by 
Nettarins, for in his 82. Homily on S. Matthew, towards 
the Concluſion he: inſiſts very much upon it ; and not 
|: only charges the People not- to come with their.ſins u 
8 on them; but he ſpeaks to thoſe who miniſtred, zo de- 
| #y the Eucharift to open Offenders. And he faith, ze 
; would be charged as a great Fault upon them, if they knew 
| ſuch and permitted them to communicate. But how ſhall 
i! we know- them 2 I ſpeak not, ſaith he, of thoſe who are 
1. wot, but of thoſe who are known-; and if any ſuch did thruſt 
| themſelves in, he bid them: not be afraid to deny them ; 


'l and if they durſt nor, he tells them, they ſhould bring 
i them to him, and he would rather loſe his life thax 
give that Sacrament to ſuch unworthy receivers. But ſtill 
he faith-he-ſpeaks of open and notorious Offenders. —_— 
F-- = ews 
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thews plainly, that even S. Chry/o/t-m never thought the 
prblick Diſcipline was changed ; ſince he declares ſo 

much Reſolution to maintain it.” And this could not be 
ſpoken by him while he was a Presbyter at Antioch , 

but. after he came to the See of Con/tavtinople. There 

was no doubr ſome alteration as to the Perztenrs, after 

the taking away the Penitemiary ; but it was no more 

than his Office was concerned in. The old #enitential 
Canons remained ſtill in force and were execured, as Oc- 
cafion ſerved ; as appears by the Canons in Tru/o fo long 
after S. Chryſo/tom's time which refer to them. If all the 
publick —_— had been laid aſide ſo long before, to 
what purpoſe do thoſe B:/hops ſpeak of them, as ifthey 
were {till in force > See Canon 44, 46, 53, 54, 87. In 
the laſt Canon indeed zhey leave it to thoſe who had the 
Power of bindinz and loofing, to temper the ſeverity of the 
Canons as they ſhould judge corvenient ; but doth it hence 
follow, that the ancient Diſcipline as to pub/ick Offen- 
ders was deſtroy'd 2 S. Chryſoſtom himſelf ſeveral times S: we 
mentions thoſe who were in the ſtate: of Pevirents and 57 
the Prayer that was made for them ; to What purpoſe, in In 2 Ep. ad. 
caſe the whole Order of Penitents was taken away 2 He 5ar 2g 
likewiſe ſpeaks of the charge - the. Penitents to go out.ad Epheſ. 
What a mockery, were this, if there were no Publ:ck Diſ- 
cipline then left > Andleft-it ſhould be faid, that theſe 

things were ſaid by him at Antioch, before the fat of 
Necarius, | have ſhew'd already that the latter Homilies 
on S. Matthew were made by him at Conſtantinople ; and 
- In his Lizargy there uſed the diſmiſſion of the Penitents 

was continued, | 


6. While the pablick Diſcipline was kept in the ſeve- 
ral Churches none were injoyned to undergo it , but 
open and publick Offenders. The Evidence being fo clear Fi: 
| in . | 
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in Avtiquity for the publick Penance of thoſe who were, 
bound to give the Church /atixfaFion before they re- 
.ceiv'd Abſolutiow from it; there was a neceſſity found 


by ſome learned. Men of the Rowan Commentian to ſet up 


anew Hypetbefis, viz. that by the Ancient Rules of the 


Church all Perſons conſcious to themfeFves of ſecret fins 


were bound to underga publick Penance for the Remiſion 


of their ſins. The occafion of the debate wasthis. Some 
in the Church of Reme held no more neceſfary in caſe 
of wortal Sin to prepare men for Communion than Cer 


fe ſon to a Prieſt and {atten ; others faw the fatal. 


Conſequence of this, and therefore inſiſted on the Ne- 
cefſity of Pewaxce ; both Parties made their Appeal to 


the Ancient Church ; and both were miſtaken. For, on 
the one fide, there was no-fuch-Doctrine then held that 


Confeſſion and Abſolation did ſufficiently prepare Perſons 
for the Excharift.; and on the other, there was no goad 


Evidence that any were enjoyned prick Penance for fe>. 
.cret faults, But in the Caſe of fuch ſins, the Confeſſion 


was leſt to God in Secret ; and a true and hearty Con- 
trition for them was thought the beſt_.as well as moſt 

neceſlary Preparatian for the- Euchariſt. _ Py 
Montr. Arwrau/d faw well enough that without his 
Hiypotbefis, it was umpoſlible to prove the Neceſſity of 
Confeſſion in the Avcteut Church ; for he yields that the 
:Church did not uſe the P.wer of the Xeys but in Pub- 
lick, On the the ather hand, Peraviue urges, that on the 
fame Ground that they would redgce, as they pretended, 
the Antient Diſcipline they muſt make many other altera» 
tions in the Charch, and ſo juſtifie the Reformers. Bat 
Monſr. . Arzau/d was defective in his Proofs, as Petavius 
at large ſhews ; not when be proves that . the Penance 
was publick ; but that all Perſons under mortal fins were 
baund:to- undergo u, For Perowws makes it _ 
that 


for Awricular Confeſſion. 


. thatall fuch as are accounted wwrta/ far in the modern 

ſenſe, were not then thought: neceſſary to be expiated 

. by publick Penance ; but only ſuch as were «or9rious 

and ſctamdalons, and he at farge anſwers all Monſr, ay. 5c 2, &c. 
#exid's Arguments, Notwithſtanding which Morimes i, 
de Penit. 
colour charpes it on Theodore Archbiſhop of Canterbury, * 19 © 17: 
that te firft in his Penitential appointed publick Penance 
ro be _— Idublick Offences, But the fearned Editor 

rat of Theodore's Penitentval, hath fully vin- 74.000 7.4 


took np Monſr, Aryauld's Opinion, and without 


of the 4 | 
dicated him in this matter. '” | 

Bur after theſe, Boileanreſumes the Opinion of Monr. 
Arnauld, and lays it for the Foundation of hs Hiſtory 


of Auricular Confeſſion... But he grants, that al the ſo- xr, confeg; 
denn and ceremonial Penance impoſed ty the Penitential Auric. c. 2, 


Canons did not extend tv all kinel of mortal fins, but chief< 
ly to [dolatry, Avlnltery and Homicide ; but this he in- 
Gifts upon, that ſome part of this prblick Penance, viz. Ex- 
clujron from the Communion was infleicd vw Per ſons guitty 
of ſecret mortal fins. But this will 'by no means do his 
buſineſs ; for he is to prove that no ferret wortal fin corld 


be forgiven without Confeſſion to a Prieſt; and that all 


perſons. were required by. the ancient Church in caſe 


they were conſcious to themſelves of any ſuch ſins, to. 
make them known, and te undergo pub/ict Penance for 


them, - before they could obtain Remeffon of them. We 
do'not- deny 'that Perfons under Trouble of Conſcience 
for ſecret 1ins, were from time to time adviſed to refort- 


to their- Guides, to make known their Cajes to thetn , 


and to take their: Dire##zoxs ;. we do not deny that fuch. 
Perſons might be required by fach G#zecs to . withdraw 
_ themſelves from joyning m the moſt ſolemn Ay of pud- 
lick Communios til they had manifeſted the ay of 
| fenelr: 
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- their Repentance,' by Fa/tiv;, and Prayers, and other 
penitential As ; we do not deny, that ſome of theſe 
Perſons might either by Advice or of their own Accord 
joyo themſelves with the public Penitents, as is well 
known in the Caſe of Fabo/a at Rowe fo much magni- 
fied by S. Ferom ; but this is the thing we deſire to ſee 
proved, that no ſin whatſoever of a mortal nature (as 
it is defined in the Church of Rome) was then thought 

- capable of Remiſſion by the penitential As of the Party, 
(eſpecially by true Contrition) without Confeſſion to a 
Prieſt and 4bſolution from him. And this is the true 
ftate of the Caſe ; and I can find nothing produced by 
him to this purpoſe which deſerves to be conſidered. 


7. As the publick Diſcipline declined, Perſons were ex- 
horted to make private Confoſes of their ſins; if they 
could not be brought to putlick Pexance. Thence in the 
Greek Church came the Penitentials of Fohannes Fejuna- 
tor (who firſt took upon himſelf the Title of Cecument- 
cal. Patriarch in the time of Mauritius to the great Of- 
_ of the Biſhops of Rome) and of ſome others after 

im. 

Morinus grants that there was a great alteration in the 
Greek Church about this matter ; he thinks-it began with 
the buſineſs of the Penitentiary, but after the publick 
Diſcipline was diſuſed , inſtead of that, he faith , came 


honeſty, and piety of the Penitent, and not required-by 
any Canonical Authority among them ; and ſo he faith 
it continued from the time of Nefartius to this day, as 
to the People. So that we have a plain Confeſſion from 
him , that there is no Rule in the Greek Church requi- 
ring this /ecre: Confeſſion of Sins in order to —_—_— 
EW 
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for Auricular Confeſſion. 
neſs of them. But. it is obſervabke - concetning the 910+ 
ern Greeks, that it Perſons do make Confefton among 
them, they think themſelves obliged to keep to'the old 
Penitential Canons, and blame Foh. Fejunator for rece: 
ding from them ; for S:meow of Zheſſalonica ſaith, «hey. 
had them from the Fathers, and the Fathers by Tradi- 
. tion doity from the Apuſiles. But although they arethere- 
in miſtaken, yet they ſhew how different their 7rad:2i0 
is from that of the Roman Charch, which thinks it. ſelf 


under no fuch- obligation, but allows 44/o/ution to- be 


granted nport Confefſion, and: a right of Communion 
witliout Penavce performed; for which there-is no co- 
lour, as to'any ancient Tradition eirher of the Eaſtern or 
Weſtern Chureh. | | 

It the Weſtern Church we find the publick Diſcipline 
falletr- to deeay iff the beginning; of the »;xth Age, and 
Charles thit Great' furimoning /everal Conncils for puts 
tirfp' tings into #5 good an Order as they would then 
bexr. In the: ſecond Conniit of Cavatillon, 4.'D: 813. 


we find a Complaint, Cam. 25. that the otd Cammical - 


Pevance was gemerally diſnſed; \and neither . the ancient 
Order of Pxcommunicating or Abſobving was obſervend, 
Which ts a' plaitt” and ingenuous  ackriowledgment thar 
they had gone off from "the ancient 7radition of the 
Church ; and therefore: they - pray the Emperor's 
Aﬀiſtance, that the publick Diſciple might be reftired 
fer publick Offenders, and the anciewt Canons be brought 
:nto'ufe tgain; From whence it follows, that at thar'cime 
motor tus Offender seſchped with private Confeſſion and: Pe+ 
mance ; and<even that was done: by halves; cay. 34. and 
ſome thougfttt it not neceſfary to- do it-ar all} cas. 33. 


And'upor this Otcafion, 'they! do not dethare iv neceſit- 


ry for. the Remiffor of Siws toi confſels every the molt ſe 
| U cret 
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cret mortal Sins to a Prieſt ; but very fairly ſay, that 
bath are uſeful; for Confeſſron ro God purgeth the Sin; and 
to the Prieft, teaches men how their fins may be purged. 
For Gott who is the Author and giver of Health, giveth 
# often by the Inv /ibl: Operation of his Power, ard often 
ty the means of Phyſicians. 

Boileau yields, that there were ſome then in the Roman 
Church,who denied Confeſſion to en to be neceſſary, but he 
faith,zhey were Adverſaries and Rebels. This had been a 
good Anſwer,if the Council had called them fo; which it 
doth nor, but on the contrary declares, that God doth of- 
zen forgive fin immediately without the Prieftls Interpoſi- 
tion, or elſe the latter Clauſe ſignifies nothing; And the 
moſt it faith before, is, that Confeſſion zo a Prieſt is uſeful 
in the Charch ; which is not the the thing diſputed by. us, 
but the Neceſſity of it ; and his Critical Obſervations of 
etrumque ſignifie juſt —_— unleſs he had proved.that 
the Council had before ſaid that both were neceſlary, 
which it doth not. He doth not deny, that the Opinion 
of the Sufficiency of Confeſhon to God alone did continue-ty 
the Church to the time of the Council of Lateran, and that 
it gave Occaſion to the Canon, which enforced the Neceſſity 
of Confeſſion to a Prieſt; but he adds, that kearned and pi- 
eus Men may have falſe Opinions Fefore the Judgment of 
the Chirch. So that at laſt we find ©»zverſal Tradition 
is given up, and the Neceffity of Auricular Confeſſion is 
teſolved into. the Authority of the Romany Churches Defi- 
nition, or rather, the Pope's Declaration of it, either with 
or Without the Conſent of the Zateran Council. But he 
ſaith, The Fathers did net ſpeak ſo exaitly of the Trinity be- 
fore the Council of Nice ; wor the Greek Fathersof Grace and 
Predeſtination bef;re S. Auguſtin. Ifthis be true,it is impoſ- 


Gable to prove either of thoſe great Points merely by Tra- 
| | 3 It1ON ; 
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dition ; for thoſe Fathers either delivered the ſenſe of the 
Church, or they did not; if they delivered the ſenſe of _ 
the Church, then ether the ſenſe of the Church: was 
doubtful, or they- did not underſtand it ; ifthe ſenſe of 
the Church were doubtful, then it is plain thoſe Doc- 
trines could not be proved by Tradition ; if the ſenſe of 
the Church were not doubtful, but the Fathers did not 
underſtand it; then how 1s it poſſible that the Churches 
Tradition ſhould be an Infalible Guide,. when even the 
Fathers of the Church were miſtaken about it 2 But I 
have ſufficiently proved, that not only before, but even 
after. the Council of Lateran there was no Pniverſal 7ra- 
dition for the Neceſſity of Auricular Confeſſion. 
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4 C4T4 106 YE of fime BOOKS Printed for 
Henry Mortlock,at the Phenix in S.Paul's Church-Yard, 


AbÞationsl Accountof the Grounds of Proceſianc Religion,bemg 2 Vindicarigqr 

of the Lord-Archbiſhop of Canterbury's Relation of 2 Gonference, 7c. fron 
the pretended Anſwer by 7; C.Whercin the True Grounds of Faith arc cleaxed, 
and the Fulfe diſcovetcd;the Clutch of £1gtahi? vindicared from the Tnipurdti- 
on of Scifm; and the moſt By. nite Controvevfie between as and 
thoſe of the Church of Rome & any Cy By Edward Stilling fleet, Ds 
D. and Dean of S, Pawl's, Folio. rhe Second Edition, — 

Origines Brit iannice : Or the Antiquity of the Britiſh Chwches; with a Prefitce 
concerning ſome pretended Antiquities relating to Brif4ih,in viedication of che 
Biſhop of S. Aſaph. by Edward Stillingfleet D. D. Dean of S. Paul's, Folio. 

' The Rule of gm ng urs rs —_ aps cy _ = pn, Sure 
ooting XF6.b .TiKt0rfon D.. D.; t@ which, s 2d Joynre,: ro Mr. FS. 
ny ire c. by. Edward Srl, bb, TA 4 | 'F i, 

A Letter ro MriG.givitg atrue Ateoudr of x12 Confetence'dt the D.ofr's. 

A fecond Letter to Mr. G. in anſwer to two Letters lately publiſhed con- 
cerning the Conference art the D. of P's. 

Veteres Vindicati : Tn an Expoſtulary Letter to Mr. Sclater of Putney, npon his 
Conſenſus Veterum,&c. wherein the abſurdity of his Method, and the weakneſs 
of his Reaſons are ſhewn ; His falſe Aſperfions upon the Church of England are 
wiped of, and her Faith concerning the Encherift to be rhar "of the 
primi:ive Church : Together with Animadverfions on Dean Botleau's French 
tranſl:tion of, and Remarks upon Bertram. 

An Anſwer to the Compiler of Nubes Teſtium : Wherein is ſhewn, That Anti- 
quity (inrelation to the Points in Controverſie ſet down by him) did not for 
the firſt five hundred Years Believe, Teach and Practice as the Church of Rome 
doth at preſenc Believe, Teach and Praftice ; together with a Vindication of 
Veteres Vindicati from the late weak arid difiigenuous Arremprs of the Author 
of Tranſubſtantiation Defended by the Author of the Anſwer to Mr. Sclater of 
Putney. 

A Letrer to Father Lewis Sabran yer in anſwer to his Letter to a Peer of 
the Church of England ; wherein the Poſtſcripr to the Anſwer to the Nubes 
Teſtium, is Vindicated, abd Father Sabran's Miſtakes farcher diſcovered.. 

-& feeond-bEerrer ro Farher £erwis Sabran Jeſuit, in Anſwer to his Reply. 

A Vindication of the Principles of the Author of the Anſwer to the Compi- 
ler of Nubes Teſtium in anſwer to a late pretended Letter from a Diſſenter to 
the Divines of the Church of England. 

Scripture and Tradircion Compared,in a Sermon preached atGui!d- Hall-chapel 
Nov.27.1687 . by Edward Stilling fleet D, D. Dean of S.Pau[s,the ſecond Edition. 
A Diſcourſe concerning the Nature and Grounds of the Cercainty of Faith, in 
Anſwer ro F. S. his Catholick Letrers. by Edward Stillingfleet, D. D. Dean of 
St. Paul's. 

An Hiſtorical Examination of the Authority of General Councils, ſhewing 
the falſe Dealing that hath been uſed in the publiſhing of them, and the Diffe- 
rence among(t che Papiſts themſelves about their Number, The fecond Edition 
with Corrections and Alterations, 
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AN 
APPENDIX, 
In Anſwer to ſome late Paſſages of J. W. 

of the Society of Jeſus, concerning the 


Prohibition of Scripture in Vulgar 
Languages by tbe Conncil of Trent. 


=: the Publication of the foregoing Book, I have 


met with a Reflexion upon it made by F. I. in the 
Preface to a Treatiſe lately Reprinted by hun. 
Wherein, he obſerves that a great part of the Objedtions 
made againſt them are either grounded on miſtakes, or 
touch points of Diſcipline not of Faith, which alone they 
are bound to defend. This laſt Clauſe I could not but 
wonder at, fince the new Title of his Book is, 4 Defence 
of the Dottrine and Holy Rites of the Roman Catholick 
Church, &c. Why ſhould 7 W. take ſuch needleſs pains 
to defend the Rites of the Church, if they are bound to 
defend nothing but Points of Faith ? I had thought the 
Honour and Authority of the Church had been concer- 
ned in #s Commands and Projubitions, as well as in its 
X Definitions 
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Definitions and Decrees. And although it be not pre- 
tended, that the Church is Infallible in Matters of Diſ- 
cipline ;- yet it is a ſtrong Prejudice againſt any pretence 
to Infallibility ig a Church, if it be found to errnotoriouſly 
in any thing ba general Concernment to the Catholick 
Church. 

But how comes my late Book to be made an Example 2 
As for inſtance, (faith he) 7 find in a Book newly Pub-- 
liſhed, with this Title, The Council of Trent Examind . 
and Diſprov'd by Catholick "Tradition, that for 15 Pages 
together Dr. St. Ilabours to prove that there 1s no Catholick 
Tradition againſt Tranſlating Scripture into Vulgar Languas« 
ges. WhereasI expreſly ſay, that the Prohib:tion of reading: 
the Scripture ſo tranſlated without a particular Licenſe, 
was that which TI undertook to ſhew could. not.be juſti- 
fied by any Catholick Tradition ; And that there was a 
General Conſent of the Catholick Church, not merely for 
the Tranſlations of Scripture into Vulgar Languages, but 
for the free uſe of them by the People. Which I made 
out by theſe Particulars, 


r» That where-ever the Chriſtian Religion prevailed, 
the Scripture was Tranſlated into the Vulgar Language 
for the Peoples benefit. Which I proved fromthe Ancient- 


 Halick Verſions before St. Ferom's time, the Gothick, Per- 


fran, Armenian, Syriack, Coptick and Athiopick Tranſlati- 
ons ; without the leaſt prohibition of the Common uſe 


_ of them. 


2. That where a Language grew into Diſuſe among 
the People there the Scripture was Tranſlated into the 
Tongue which was better underſtood. And for-this 
F inftanced in the Arabick Yerfions after the os 

| " - 
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.of the Saracens in the Eaſtern and Southern Parts, and 
after the Moors coming into Spazn. 


3. That even after the Primitive Tynes, Chriſtian 
Princes and Biſhops did take Care that the People ſhould 
read the Scriptures in their own Language. For Princes, 
I inſtanced in Ludoyicus Pius and Alfred ; for Bilhops, 
in Waidd Biſhop of Freſing, Methodius and Cyril, &c. 


4. That the Pope himſelf in the 9th Century did 
approve of it; and for a Reaſon common to all times 
and Churches, viz. that 44 People and Languages were to 
praiſe God, and that God himſelf had ſo commanded. 


5. That Gregory VIT. was the firſt Perſon who for- 
bad the uſe of Scripture and Divine Offices in the Vulgar 
Tongue, and was not aſhamed to own that the Church 

faw cauſe to alter ſeveral things from what they were 
_ in the Primitive Church. 


6. That upon the ſetting up the Inquiſition by 7«- 
. wocent III: this Prohibition took place in France ' and 
Spain, and other Places. 


7. That ſome noted Divines of the Church of Rowe 
have highly commended it ; and faid that the taking of 
it away would be pernicious and deſtruCtive to Faith and 

. Devotion. | 


8. That the Prohibition in the Church of Rome is built 
on the Authority of the Council of Trext, which appoin- 
ted the /ydex to be made, in which the fourth Rule for- 
bids all Perſons the uſe of the Scripture in the Vulgar 

X 2 Tongue 
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Tongue without a particular Licenſe, and whoſoever 
preſumes to doe it is to be denied Abfolution, 


9. From hegce it follows, that the Conneil of Trent is 
evidently diſproved, as to Catholick Tradition , for any 
Foundation of ſuch a Prohibition. | 

And what now faith F.##. againſt all this? Z7e would 
gladly know againſt whom T diſpute. Againſt F.S. and all 
tuch who would make the World believe the Comncil of 
Trent did proceed upon Catholick Tradition. To prove 
Iam miſtaken, he tells me i» his 6th Chap. I may fixd an 
Account of ſeveral new Tranſlations of Scripture into Pul- 
gar Tongues, made by Catholicks and approved in the Ro- 
man: Church. Then he mentions a» Engliſh Tranſlation 
made by the Rhemiſh a»d Doway Coleges; and in French: 
hy the Dottours of Lovain ; and ſome others. What now 
follows from hence? Is it any Miſtake in me to ſay, 
There was ſuch a Prakibition of Reading the Scripture 
in the Church of Rome, and inforced by the Rule made 
by Appointment of the Council of Trexy?2 This had 
been indeed to the purpoſe if it could have been proved. 
I do not deny, that there have been ſuch 7ra»/larions 
made, ' where it was found impeſlible to hinder all 7ra»/- 
ations; and the uſe of them have been connived at or 
allow'd to ſome particular perſons, whom they were 0- 
therwiſe feoure of But fuch Tranſlations are like the 
Galenifts allowing fome Chymical Medicines to their Pa- 
tients ; they declare againſt their uſe as dangerous ; but 
if the Patient will have them, then pray take them of 
my Apathecary, who ia very honeſt man and prepares 
miſolneyous Medicines better than another. This is juſt 
the Cafe of the 'Qhurch of Rowe , as to Traxfiations of 
Scripture ; If weak their Opinion in general, whether 

| Tranſlations 
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Tranſltions be allowable or not, their Anſwer hath been 
formerly very free and open, by no means; for they are 
very dangerous and miſehieyous things. And here be- 
fides thoſe I have already mentioned, I could produce 
- many more to the ſame purpoſe. But alas! theſe men 

kved| before the Age of Miſ-repreſenting and Expounding. 
Noy all is Make on our ſide, and Iufalibility on theirs. 
We cannot for our hearts underſtand their DoQtrines or 
Practices aright, although we take never fo much pains 
and care to Fo it. One would think by the preſent way 
of dealing with us, that the Church of Rome were hke 
the New Name on the White Stone, which uo man knows Apoc. 2.19; 
but be that hath it ; and 1o it were impoſlible for any 
elſe to underſtand it , but fuch as are in it. I thought 
my ſelf pretty ſecure from Miſtaking, when I pitched on 
the Council of Trent for my Guide. But it ſeems, I am 
»1i/tigken here too ; How ſo2 Did not the Council of Trent 
appoint the Congregation of the Zrdex at firſt, Sef. 182 
Did #t not own that the Matters of it were prepared be- 
fore its Diſſolution? And if there were a Prohibition of. 
the free uſe of the Scripture in Vulgar Languages by the 
Rules of the Jzdex, is not the Council of Nw juſtly 
chargeable with that Prohibition? Eſpecially when the 
* Title in the Rowan Edition is Regule Hndicis Sacroſanite 

Synodi Tridenting juſſu edite. ; 

Facob. Ledeſona was one of the ſame FR Acceait ad hoe, yen 
Society with F.W. and he frankly owns Ne "9 abidjeni, per 
the Probibetron-of reading the Scripture, Parres 4 Tridentina Synado delectas 
made by.the Rule of the Z»dex, to have hi bi yt nn = 
been done by the Authority of the Coun- 12. 4. Jac. Ledeſma. De Divin. 
cil of Treat. Scrigt.quavis {ingua non legend. £5 1s 

The #acultyat Parivin the Articles ſent to-Gregory XIIF. 
oganſt the Tranflation- of Rex2 Benoit; ſeveral times: 

AI own: 
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own the Rules of the: Index as. done by the Council of 
Trent. (Quacunque Authoritate transferantur in Vulgarem 
linguam Biblia & edantur , wetat idem ſacroſanFum 
Concilium ea paſſim fine diſcrimine permitts., 
The ſame Ledeſma goes farther, and vouches the Au- 
thority of the Council of Zrext in this matter, from the 
Decree Seſſ. 23. c. 8. where it forbids all the Parts of the 
Maſs to be in the Vulgar Tongue. Which could not be 
reaſonable, if the Scripture were allowed to be tranſlated. 
Alphonſ. a A/phonſus 2 Caſtro, thinks the caſe ſo alike, that a pro- 
_— * hibition of one.amounts to a prohibition of the other too, 
l. 3+ c. 6 becauſe the greater Part of the Office is taken out of the 
Scriptures, and if the Scripture may be tranſlated, he faith, 
it muſt follow that Divine Offices ought to be in the wul- 
gar Tongue. But to return to the Index. | 
The Congregation of the /adex was (as is ſaid) e- 
ſtabliſhed by the Council in the 18. Sefton as the Coun- 
cil it ſelf owns in the laſt Seſſion; and withall, that the 
Concil. Tri. Rules of it were then formed, but becauſe of the multi- 
Sej- 25-615 Llicity and variety of the Books, the matter of the Index 
was referred to the Pope, and to be publiſhed by his Au- 
thority, as likewiſe. the : Catechiſm, .Mifſal. and Breviary. 
So that the Rules of the Tndex bave the ſame Authority 
in the Church of Rome with the Roman Catechiſm, Miſſal 
(a) pay and Brewiary. | 
lis confetlirper Pius IV. in his Bull, when he firſt ſet forth the 7e- 
Patres 4 Gt: dex A. D.1564- Owns that it was finiſhed by the Fathers 
v7) Br por appointed by the Council of Trent, but it was, remitted 
leos ſanci- 10 him by the Council, that it might be approved by him 
eb ah: and publiſhed by his Authority. And he ſtrittly commands 
Tridentino-- the Rules of it to be obſerved under pain of Mortal Sin; 


pool 4 ann and Excommunication, ipfe jure, . Aiter him Clement VIII. 


pradiis de- 10 his (a) [»/irudions about the Rules-of the Index owns 
creta ſunt, them 
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them tobe made by the Fathers of the Council of Trex, 
And the ſame Pope is ſo far from renewing the Power 
of granting Licenſes to read the Scripture in the vulgar 
Languages, that he declares againſt them. For by the 47h 
Rule of the Index, the Ordinary and Inquiſitor by the 
Advice of the Pariſh Prieſt or Confeſſor might permit Per- 
ſons to read the Bible in the vulgar Language, ſo the 
Tranſlation were made by Catholick Authours ; and it was 
apprehended by ſome, that the new Printing the Ru/e 
might be giving new Authority to Biſhops and Inqui- 
ſitors to grant Licenles, theretore the Pope declares a- 
gainſt it; and faith it was contrary to the Command and 
uſe of the Roman Church and Inquiſition, which ought to be 
znviolably obſerved. In purſuance of this we find in 
the Roman Index of prohibited Books, theſe words, Bib- - 
lia wulgari quocunque idiomate conſcripta ; i. e. All Bibles 
in vulgar Languages are prohibited. Therefore I cannot 
underſtand how the giving Licenſe to Perſons ſince the 
Declaration of Clemens VIII. is conſiſtent with the Duty 
which Perſons of that Communion owe to the- Authori- 
ty of the Roman See, unleſs they can protuce a Revoca- 
tion of the Bull of Clemens VIIT. and ſome latter Explica- 
tions of the fourth Rule which take away the- force of 
his. But inſtead of that, 4/exander VII. who publiſhed * 
the /adex again, after Clement VIIT. owns that the firſt - 
Index was made by Authority of the Council of Trent : Quiſccriſancs 
and it is obſervable that in his Bull 4. D. 1664. he not 7, £9 
onely prefixes the Rules of the Index, but the Obſerva- auttritate 
tions and Inſtruftion of Clement VIII. and confirms all by 79= 
his Apoſtolical authority ; and injoyns the punCtual Obs, 
ſervation of the Orders contained therein inviolably ; un- 
der the ſame pains which were expreſſed. in the Bull of 
PiuIV. Therefore as far as I can underſtand, the Fa- 

culty 
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culty of granting Licenſes to reade the Tranſlations of 
the Bible is taken away as far as the Pope's authority 
can doe 1t. 

To what purpoſe then are we told of ſome moders 
Tranſlations, as long as the uſe of them is forbidden by 
the Pope's Authority ? And no Ordinaries can have 
Authority to grant Licenſes againſt the Popes ſolemn 
Declaration to the contrary ; nor can any of that Com- 
munion with good Conſcience make uſe of them. 

But I am told there are Tranſlations approved in the 
Roman Church. By whom have they been approved? 
By the Pope, or the Congregaticn of the Index2 I do 
not find any ſuch Approbation given to any of them. 
But on the contrary even in France, ſuch 7ran/lations 
have been vehemently oppoſed by the Biſhops and 
Divines there, as-being repugnant to the Senſe of the Ro- | 
man Church. And this is apparent by a Book publi- 
ſhed by Order of the Gal/zcan Clergy, A. D. 1661. Where- 

in it is ſaid tha? z7t was the commen and 
E quibug pateat fuiſſe ſemper com= unanimous Senſe and Prattice of all Or. 
pence | , vn craqps gs n/eOe thodox Perſons, that meither the Scripe 


Libros ac Officis Erchflſtinn, were. tures nor divine Offices ought, to be pat 
og ie Chrfins Rep IL. dam. fnto Vulgar Languages, #t being znjuri- 
mſiun, ac rudibus ty imperitis ſcan- 0us to the Chriſtian Church, and giving 
_— a wy or ig _ Coletti®  Occafion of Offence to the weak and un- | 
ita Lode ofber. | learned. How then can we imagine | 
that ſuch 7Tra»/ſlations ſhould not onely 
be allowed but approved among them 2 
And beſides the entire 'Treatiſes there colle&ed againſt 
them, of Card. Zofrus, Lizetius, Spiritus Roterus, Le- 
deſma, Gc. and the Fragments and Teſtimonies of ſeve- 
ral others; we have a particular account of the procee- 
dings of the Sorbox as to this matter. | 


In 
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In the Cenſure of Eraſmus, Dec. 17. 1527. the Sorbow 
declared Yulgar Tranſlations of Scripture to be dawgerous 
and pernicious. | 

The like Declaration had been made before A4.D. x 525. 
and that all Tranſlations of the Bible, or of the Parts 
thereof ought rather to be ſuppreſſed than tolerated 

A. D. 1607. The Faculty again declared, that it did 
wot approve any Tranſlations of Scripture into the Vulgar 
Language. | 
| But 7 W. inſtances p. 26. in ſome Tranſlations that 
have been approved; as a French Tranſlation by the Doc 
tours of Lovain. But in the French Collettion before men- 
tion'd, I find, that A.D. 1620. Dec. 1. a debate aroſe 
in the Faculty at Lovain about it ; and the Faculty decla- 
red that it by no means approved of it. 

Another is of Rene Benoit ; which was ſo far from 
being approved, that it was firſt condemned by the Fa- 
culty at Paris, and then ſent to Rowe to be condemned 
by the Pope ; which was effeually done ; and Grego- 
ry XIII direfted his Bull to the Faculty 


of Divinity in Paris, Nov. 3. A.D.1575. , Bible _ c_ L_- 


wherein he doth expreſly forbid this (5 Anuhemate rejicimur. 
Tranſlation, and rejeit it with an Ana- 
thema. 

And yet this very 7ran/lation of Rene Benoit is one of 
thoſe made by Catholicks and approved in the Roman 
Church; which F. W. refers me to. One of us two muſt 
needs be under a great Miſtake, but to whom it belongs 
I kave the Reader to determin. 

The ſenſe of the Ga/ican Clergy in this matter doth 
fully appear by the Repreſentation which they ſent to 4- 
lexander VII. about the Tranſlation of the Miſſal into 
French, Which was done by Yorfin a Dottonr of the Fa- 

| d | culty, 
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| ealty, and was publiſhed at Pari-by the Permiſſion of 
Cardinal de Retz Archbiſhop there, and had the Appre- 
bation of ſome Doctours of the Sorbon. The relt of the 
Biſhops and Clergy highly reſented this matter, and Aſ- 
ſembled together to conſult about it, Nov.-29. 1660. 
where they propoſed two things to be conlidered. r. The 

matter of Right, whether ſuch a Tranſlation were to be | 

I permitted or not. 2. 'The matter of Fact, whether this | 
were a good Tranſlation or not. The debate was ad- 

| journed to Dec. 3- and from thence to the 7th on which 
they came to a Relolution to ſuppreſs it. And a Circu- 
lar Letter was fent to all the Biſhops to forbid the uſe 
of it under pain of Excommunication ; and the King de- 

| ſired to interpoſe his Authority in it. Dec.g. they agreed 

| to ſend an account of the whole matter tothe Popein the 

| ._ nameof the Ga//ican Clergy; wherein they declare their 

| | | great diſlike of it, as contraryto the Cuſtom 

ll | Mam _" improbamu tan” of the Church, and as pernicious to the Souls 

OO grunt fie mhenin alice 7; 14,5. And.in the Body of it, they fay 

We rum pernicte conjundt um. that they look on the Tran/lations of S crip- 

[ | ture into wulgar Languages as the great 

| occaſion of the Northerx ergionn and quote Vincentius 
Lerinenſis, ſaying that the Scripture is the Book of Fe- 
reticks. And atter add, that they bad ſent to the Pope 
their Condemnation of all Tranſlations of Scripture and 
Divine Offices into the Vulgar Languages. This was ſub< 
icribed by the General Afſembly of the: Clergy, Jan. 7. 

| 166T. 

| The Pope ſent a Brief in Anſwer, which was received + 

| | Feb. 25. wherein he very Tragically complains that ſome 
Sons of Perdition in France had to the ruine of Souls, and 

in Contempt of the Churches Laws and Pra@ice, arrived 

7a, that degree of madneſs as to. tranſlate the Roman Miſ- 


/al 
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fal into French. And he charges the doing of it not one- 
ly with Novelty, but Diſobedience, Sedition, Schiſm, &c. 
and declares that he abhorred and deteſted it ; and for 
ever damned , reprobated and forbad it , under pain of 
Excommunication; and requires all Perſons to deliver u 
their Books te the ſeveral Ordinaries that they might E. 
burnt. 

I now deſire F. W. to inform me whether we are 
bound to believe that in France Tranſlations of Scripture 
into the vulgar Language are allowed and approved? I 
am really ſo unwilling to #7/take, that I take the beſt 
care I can to be rightly informed. I have no deſign ei- 
ther to deceive others, or to be deceived my ſelf; and 
therefore have not truſted to ſecond-hand Evidence ; but 
ſearched and conſidered the Authours themſelves, whoſe 
Teſtimonies I rely upon. I am certain I have fallen in- 
to no wilfull miſtake, but have truly and impartially 
ſtated things according to the cleareſt Evidence I could 
find; andthereforel think it fome what hard tobe told,that 
our Objeflions are grounded on Miſtakes, andeſpecially asto 
this matter about the Prohibition of reading Scripture in 
the Vulgar Language ; for T hope I have made it appear 
not onely that there is ſuch a Prohz4:tzox but that 1t is 
founded on the Authority of the Council of Trent. 

And if it be fo, then it ſerves my main deſign, Tz. to 
prove that it went off from Catholick Tradition, for if 
there were ſo many Tranſlations of old without the 
leaſt prohibition, and there be ſince the Council of Trent, 
ſo ſevere a one, backed with the Pope's Authority, 
here muſt -be a very great change in Tradition. For 
that is accounted pernicious and miſchievous to the Soals 


of men, which before was accounted uſefull and benefi- 


cial to them. If the Phyſicians in one Age ſhould 
| | VS condemn 
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condemn the common Reading of Z7ippocrates and 
Gales as deſtructive to the Health of mens bodies, 
which thoſe of former Ages extremely commended, 
would not any one ſay, there was a great Change in 
the Opinions of Phyſicians, and that they did by no 
means hold to the Judgment of thoſe before them 2 
If the common Lawyers !hould now fay Zzttletor's Tee 
»w#res is a Book very unfit to be read by young Lawyers, 
that it fills their heads with ſeditious and dangerous 
Principles, and therefore ought to be taken out of their 
hands; would not any one ſay, kere is a wonderfull 
Change, for no ſuch thing was ever apprehended bes 
fore, but the Book was thought very uſefull and pro- 
per to inſtruct Students in ſome fundamental Points of 
the Law ? , | 

When Manna was rained from Heaven in the IWiL 
derneſs for 40. years, and for 30. of them every man 


gathered his own ſhare and proportion, and ate of it- 


as he faw cauſe; would it not have been thought a 
ſtrange alteration among them , if after 30. years a 
ſett of Phyſicians ſhould have riſen up and told the 
People © it was true, Manna was Angels food, but if 
* they had not ' xr care in the taking it, and uſed 

y, it would turn them to Dewz/s ; or 
« at leaſt it would fill them with ſuch diſtempers, as 
* they would never be able to reach to Canaan > This 
might be pretended to be great Care and Tenderneſs 
of them, in theſe xew Phy/iczans ; but on the other ſide, 


- they would tell them, © they had done very weil with 


&« their eating Manna for 30. years together ; and there 
** had been no ſuch diſtempers among them, but ſuch: 
« as humane nature iFalways ſubje& to ; that ſuch an 
<* alteration might be of worſe Conſequence than their 

* common- 
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© common uſe of Manna; for ſo it was at firſt appoin-: 
* ted and fo it had continaed, and they could not 
& tell but their new Phyſicians might be worſe to them + 
& than their old diſtempers ; and they could never be-- 
* jeve that could be fo hurtfult which God himſelf 
* had appointed for their food. | 
The former Diſcourſe makes the Application need- 
leſs. | | 
But after all, it is faid: 7Zhis is But a point of Dif- 
cipline and not of Faith ; and in ſuch the Charch may. 
thange her Meaſures. To. that I anſwer, 


x. It is more than a point of Diſcipline, for- it is. 
changing the Rule of Faith with reſpet to the People. 
While the Scriptures were in the hands of the People, 
they reſolved their Faith into the Word of God; as it 
was delivered to- them and underftood by them. - But 
when that is taken out of their hands and they 
are bid to Truſt to the Churches Teſtimony for mat-_ 
ters of Faith ; they have a different Reſolution of their- 
; Faith and a different Ground and Reaſon. of believing... 
Fer they cannot ground their Faith upon a written . 
Rule who are uncapableof underſtanding it. 


2. It is no matter of Diſcipline to overthrow the. 
defign of publiſhing the Scripture for the univerſal 
Benefit of the Church of God. And this: the Fay/e- 
niſts have well proved in Defence of their Tranſlati- 
on of the New Teſtament againſt the Prohibitions of 
it. © For, ſay they, the Prohibition of reading the 
*. Scripture under pain of Excommunication, is it ſelf p;ataue 3... 
« contrary to the Goſpel and ought not to be obey'd, P: 26: 25+ 
* For Bread and nouriſhment i not more necelliry 

to. 
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© to preſerve the Life of the Body, than the Word of 
* 'God is to uphold the Life of the Soul. That for 
«* men to ſpeak of fo much danger . in reading the 
« Scripture is to reflect very diſhonourgbly on the 
* Providence and Groodneſs, of God ;, for. it wag 
« by means of Tranſtations in Vulgar Languages that 
« God's Word came-.to be knoim- to the World, and 
® the Goſpel was at firſt publiſhed in thoſe Tongues, 
« which were moſt generally undcrſtood. .. And there- 
« fore thoſe do manifeſtly oppoſe the deſign and me- 
* thod of Providence for advancing the Goſpel, who 


' « decry Tranſlations of iy = as pernicious to 


* the Souls of Men. And farther, that ſuch a pro- 
« hibition, is a Contempt .of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt 
« and a deſign to ſuppreſs the Goſpel; and a Con- 
& tradition to the Will and Command of God; A 
«. Contempt of the Scripture, which was intended to be 
*« underſtood by all, A Contempt both of Councils and 
* Fathers, which looked on the Scripture as the beſt 
« Judge of Controverſies, and who adviſed all be- - 
« lievers to a continual reading of the Word of God. 
If after. all this, the Connci! of Trext could fo no- 
toriouſly err not onely againſt Scripture and Reaſon, 
but Tradition too in ſuch a Matter of Concernment to 
the Souls of Men, as this is, it will be hardly poſſible 
to perſuade Men, it could not as well err in any Point 
of Faith. And it renders the whole proceeding ſuſpi- 
cious as to particular Points, when the Rule of Faith 
is ſo induſtriouſly kept out of the hands of the People. 
For thoſe who follow their Inſtructions, are never a- 

ſhamed to produce their Credentials. 
As to what F. W. faith in his Book concerning Fu- 
piter, &c, I had anſwered it fo fully many years _— 
that 
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that T have Reaſon to expe&t a Reply to what I had 
there ſaid in my own Vindication, before I can think it 
fit to trouble the World with needleſs Repetitions. And 
it were hard for me to be put to Anſwer agatn to the 
- ſame things, when a Perſon will not take the pains to- 
ſee whether he were not Anſwerd already. 
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